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, * Preface: ,
Professors Wallace, Nicholss Murphy
.and the Illinois Tradition

ROGER E. NEBERGALL AND JOSEPH W. WENZEL
. © e re 3
JEEN , A

s .
¢ .

KARL WALLACE was born in Hﬁba!’dsv:llc, New York, on November 10,
1905 ‘Hedied at Amherst, Massachusetts,.on October 16, 1973.'He received a
B A. ip 1927, an M.A. in.1931, and a Ph.D, in 1933, all at Cornell University.
He taught at lowa State College from 1933<to 1936, and at Washmgtdn
*University (St.,Louis) from 1936 to 1937. At the Umvcrsny of Virginia he
was Chairman of the School of Speech from 1937 to 1944 and of the School
of Speech and Drama from 1944 to 1947. e was Head of the ‘Department of
Speech and, Theatre at the University of Illinois from 1947 unul his retire-
ment in 1968 After hjs reurement, he taught -at the Umvcrsnt). of Massachu-
sctts until h|s death. - o
» |~
MARIE HOCHMUTH NICHOLS was born on jugy 13, 1908 at Dunbar,
Pennsylvania. She received an A.B. degree in 1931, an M.A.1n )936 from the
University of Bittsburgh, and a Ph.D. in 1945 from, the University of Wis-
consin. She also studied at the University of Illinois. She tiught atMt. Mercy
College from 1935 to 1939. She has taught at the University of [lhinois since*
1939. She has been a wisiting professor at thc University of Hawail and the
. Umvcrsnya of Southern Cahfornia.
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- ’

~

RI4CHARD MU®PLHY was born in Marienville, Pcnnsylvan‘fa, ,on Scptember
12, 1903. He received a B.A. in 1927, an M.A. in 1928, and é,Ph D. in 1938,
all at the University of Pitsburgh. He also studied at Cornell Umvcrsxty. the
State University of lowa, and the University of Edinburgh, Scotland. He
'{anght at the University of Pittsburgh from 1927 %0 1935, at Cornell Umvcr—
sity fmm 1935 w0 1936, and at the University of Colorado from 1936 to
-1945% He tdught at the Umvcrsxt) of Illinois from 1945 until his retirement in
1971. 3




s . . -
. .

viii Rhetpfic and Communication + .
e ~ e ———
. - v :
/ "

This volume of essays-fias been prepared as a mbute to three distinguished

a . professors who leg+he study of rhetoric and public ‘address at the University

* of Hlinois durirng a period of twenty years. Karl R. Wallace, Marie Hochmuth

ichols, and Richard Murphy, by example as well as precept, inspired thexr/

’ ‘studenes” with 4 spxru of scholarship that we have here ed “the’ Hhnois

" Tgadition” A “tradition,” we suppose, must be compounded of a body of

nowledge and experjence, a mptivating spirig4nd a certain historieal-con- l

unuity. On these grounds it seems entitelydppropriate 10 spegk of an Hllinois

+ tradition. This volume 1s an efforr-By students and friends to recall that

tradition, to thank those who were so much rcsponsxblc for it, and to exprcss
through these essays thcli}c ntinuing indebtedness. .

The sprrit of the Hlinois tradition cannot really be captured in a few
paragraphs. Prob}b‘)/:’ach studept touched by it would express the fecling
differently ¢ would speak’of dedicauion to original research, others of
thc c_sfipogdnce of teaching skill in public utterance, » ome would stress the

ent of rhetorical theory, some the uses of rhetorical cricism, 'and .
thers the study of the history of, rhetdrical practice. The program of
dy that Wallace, Nichols, Murphy, and their colleagues created at lllinois
. was a rich and raunded dne. Its central Tenets were these. that rhesoric in its
most uscful sense embraces the whole ratonale of influential discourse, that
rhetonic is an esSentlal dimension of human social acuon, and that the study
of rhetorical sheory, pracuce, and criticism has an important place in iberal
+ + cducation. Thus grounding t¥e study of rhetoric in the tradition of Western
humanism, Wallace, Nieffols, and Murphy maintained 1n their teaching a clear
vision of the largcx{nal purposes of rhetorica) studies.
As is truc of any such historical- phenomenon, one cannot point prcc:scly_
e 01' place where the Illinois tradition may be said to have begun.
s as gOOd a time as any would be the year 1947 when Karl Wallace
¢ to the Ur}u«:£‘l 9f Mlinoss from the University of ergmla where he
had bccn Chairman of the School of Speech and Drama, to serve as the first
head of the newly formed Department of $peech. Pr?or td that time, work in
speech had been offered 1n a separate division of the Department of English,
under the - supervision of Wayland Maxficld Parrish.,
Alrcad) at Illinois and ready to move from the Division of Speech to the
new department were Marie Hochntuth and Richard hy. Hochmuth had
joined the faculty in 1939, coming from Mt. Mercy Col g! Murphy had
arrived 1n 1945, from the Unwersity of Colorado. For more than twenty
years, thcsc three scholars were at the center of teaching and réscarch in
rhétoric and public address. : -
They were joined by many others, of course; Some of these were in
{ theatre and in speech and hearing science, and their labors brought those
areas to full development and eventual department status. Others made their
. ¥ )
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* " Preface X . ix
. contribition along with Wallace, Nichols, and Murphy 1n rhetonic and  public
address. Ogto Dieter, whose service at Illinois dated from 1938, was an active |
'force in, I(ctradmon until his death in 1968. So was Ray Nadeau who came
to Hindis in 1950, taught here for fourteen years untl he left to become
dcpartmcnt. head at Purdue, and returned on p’art~nmc basis to teach
seminars from 1968 to 1970. Other, collcagué included Lee Hultzeén,
Kenneth Burns, Halbett Gulley, Kutg Broadrick, Henry Mueller, as well as
“many others, some of whom have contributed to this volume. But the three
schélars “to whom this volume is ‘dedicated were central to the Illinois
tradition. Moreover, they were the pre-eminent membrs of the faculty in
their field. Throughout the fifties, when one thought of the Department of
Specch at lllinois, one immediately thought of Wallace, Nichols, and Murphy
. They ‘were, in varying degrees, near the peaks of their careers; and their
. careérs exemplified the highest type of service by academrc persons. All three .
’) were leaders 1y professional associations, all were 's¢holars who helpéd to
shape a discipline, and all were teachers dedicated to creanng a chimate of
learning 1n which new scholarship could emerge and mature. * .
Professors Wallace, Nichols, and Murphy were among the most active
members of the Speech Association of America, later to become the Speech
.. Commumcanon Association. Both Wallace and Nichols served as president of
the assocnanon and Murphy was a member of 1ts administrative cougcnl Each
of the three served a term.as editor of the Quarterly Journal of Speech. In
addition to service on numerous committees and boards, each of the three
was called upon for speaial tasks. Karl Wallace edited the SAA- -sponsored _
History of Speech Education m America and Marie Nichols edited volume 111
ot A History and Critscism of American Public Address, both of which re-
main wqu?rul reading for senous scholars in rhetoric and public address,
Richard Murph» servéd as editor of “Shop Talk,” when everyone began
«  his reading of the Quarterly Journal of Speech at the back. Without actually
checking old programs, one suspects that there were few convenuons of the
yssociation«in thé fifties and sixties without at least two of the three on a—
program  Because thgy beheved in their profcssnonal association as a com-
munity of scholars, they were often called upon to speak “for the good of the
order,” and we are all n their debt for much good spcakmg y
Wallace, Nichols, and Murphy were humanist-scholars, too, they were
among the group of serious scholars who hclpcd the speech communication
profession, n.1ts formative years, to grow from a collection of teachers of .
public speaking into a sybstantial discipline concerned with the full range 3 .
scientific ) ! philosophical inquiry into speech communicatior. In their
several cd't/o/hlps and n their teaching they helped to shape the dxsmpllm ¥
Perhaps thewr own works were an even greater influencé, for they stand as’
. models of rgorous scholarship. One cannot read their best works without

Q ' e 9_ € g
ERIC - - .
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The second strand of Wallace’s wbrk contindes to nfluence tcachcl‘s and
scholars from primary grades through graduate schools, it s his concern for o
understapding-and managing practical discourse in public affairs. In his essay

« on “Riétoric, Politics, and thé Education of the Ready Man,” Wallace wrote L
of pofitics as”the indispensable art of human cooperation and of rhetoric as
. the indispénsable hydﬁalden ~Charactenstiqally, his closely, reasoned analysns
1/a/ ced withima broad Kumanistic perspective: .
f

/

¥
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thetoric teaches nothing else, she requires that her stdllem _make up

his mind, that he take decision only after search and full 1nqu1ry, that ) AN
/ he speak from his convictions with all the skill he can acquire., The

student of rhetoric learns, akso, that he has no monopoly on ablllty,

privilege, and skill.'When opinion, encounters opinion, each ably pre-

sented and strongly high-lighted, he learns that agreement amid differ-

ence is found in a shadowland where the llght is more or less strong,

and 1;5 |llum|naung sxgns marked “probably” and “possibly”’ rather

than ‘‘cettainly” and ° cxcluswcly,' a territory in which persons can

, . meet for common action and sill preserve their dignity apd worth.

Gradually he learns that in a commonwca.lth of mutual dcfcrcncc it

integrity and sclf respcct are shared.'

~
»
L

Through a lifc-long series Qf essays, such as “Rhetoric and Advising”? and

L “The Spb::/ncc of Rhetaric Good Reasons;”® Wallace continued to clanfy ! g
! the funcuefis of rhetoric as it serves the political person in common social :
relations. Throtighout, he was motivated by the belicf, expressed in his last ;

-book, “that to establish control over speech and languagc behavior is to
better the human condition in all of 1ts essential aspects.” 4
The central focus of Mariec Hochmuth Nichols's worklhas baen in applying /

T —

. [

. the methods of rhetorical analysis and cnncnsm to the body of public
utterance that ifluminates social and political hlstory To that end she has

5. contnbutcd to the enlargement of rhetorical theory and crmmslt'n, for ex-
ample, in- mtrodumng the works of Kenneth Burke and 1. A. Richards to a |+
wider readership through the pagd® of the Quarteily Journal of Speech. Her [
critical study of Lincoln’s First Inaugural is often cited as a model of /
. thetoncal criticsm. In.a series of lectures at the Annual Conferenck on
’ Speech Education a¥ Louisiana State Un®ersity in 1959, Mrs Nichols ex- |
plained the rationale that has motivated her work: I find considérable .
" . . ‘ ‘
- . Y . .
- . ' , & . - a
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“humanizing. lue in the, anm‘plcs “of men in their moments of deaisiGn,
exercising 3 judgment, moral, rational, imaginative, dnd in the fmcst tradition
of the human spirit. . . . The study of rletorical discayrse yields scores of ‘
examples of mea in their most manly occypation, that of making decistons -
which ennoble them, and, irvgeneral, give insight info dur owmives:°
Richard Mugphy also pursued an-interest in the rolg of thetoric in pehtics, '
especally in tHe methods of discourse thas facilitate deliberavion, -decision . )
making, End problemsolvmg A central problem for the polmucal pe%?su.% '
Murpﬁy expressed it, 1s “to strengthen methodologes whnch'%ncouragc/ farr ]
thorough iAvestigation, free hcarlngs, and justf effigént decision or
*y SOIunon ”® As a teachcr of argumenmnon discussiol, aﬁd parl;amcntarx
;frocedurc:, he sopght to instill in his students acrespect fo ree speech and thc
urions that safcguard 1t. That“eoncegn found expres§ion in widely read
essays on “The [orensnc Mind, »7 #“The Ethics of Debating Bo;h Sules,”® and
“Preface to an Ethic of Rhetoric.”® 'y .

o These, of course, are the public 1mdges of three leaders in their proqusmn v
Therr students and colleagues whé& have been a part of the Illinbis t:admon
have fond memories of a more private kind as weil. ¥In the more intense and
personal contact on the Urbana-fChampaign campus, Wallace, Nichols, and
Murphy developed the clmare of learning that Ulinois - graduates - recall +'
affectionately. ‘Each was a scholar, but each was a person, “megorable in a ~
umque way, Every graduate studcnt at lllinois during the € ygars o eir tegfure

brought away a v|v1d.mcmory of cach#an image umquc to thc individdal but

at the same umr‘made common by shared experiences and recollections.

« From graduate, school days the present authors remember Wallacc as. the
teacherbwho coyld demand, and get, more and bem.r wo-rk from & student,
than Yhe studens evér 1mag|ncd was possible. For a ‘gencration of Tlhinots o
graduates “Aristotle papers” had a special meamng, describing what was for~
many a f:rst introduction into the world ‘of meticulous ahd dcmandmg
schol'arshlp Wallace taught by examplc that rigor and humane undcrstandmg .
could complemient each other to the advantage of borfl. Probably none of us,

_ before takinty the seminar on Aristotle, had ever spent three consecutive-hours
in such intense intellectual encqunter. The routine was fairly regular: some

" volunteer would begin to”read that wgek’s paper.. with fx-cqucnt hopeful
glances st Wallace. f thc paper was pretty good, he would be rcwardgd with
an occasxonal smile ora “yup, yup’’ with a sharp nod. But usually there camc
the Tnom;:nt when some difficult point was not quite mastered. wallace’
would just perceptibly shift m his scat, squarc his shoulders, and look off at
that sp t, near the cailing where we were convipced he could see the whole
Aristotelian ,corpus in large ;ypc With cverf'ﬁ}cl alert for onc of his precjse
and probmg questioms, he would faunch a dlSCUSSlOﬂ shat gnppcd our

“tion for two or three hoursv

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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Wc remember Karl W.zllace in, many roﬂcs that revealed his Vcrsaulc ‘and |

v1brant. humanity. Ohe of the prSv.scm writgrs recalls, the day (when he was |
barely past thirty) thit he succumbed in three vigorous games of handball to
Wallace (then nearing sixty), and then dragged himself to the showers while

the great man went out to run :l mile, just to round off his exercise! One

recalls Wallace dancing expertly with a new faculty wife 4nd putting her
comﬁletcl) at case at the prcsndem s reception. One recalls Karl and Dorothyw  ~

af one of their splcndnd parties, where the newest graduatc student was made,

to feel welcome Tn 2 department ed by warfh and caring people. In every ~
human way, as in every academic way, Karl Wallace was a tare person.

When former students return to the department’s corner of Lincoln Hall,

they find much that has changcd Onc familiar sight will please them, »
however. as always, the door stands” open ag Marie ‘Hoéhrﬁutm‘?\hcholss

* office. More than any other faculty. member, Mrs. Nichols céme to be loved

for giving of herself to stiidents. Spte 1s always available to talk te & student or -
a gollcaguc _most often, about that person’s concerns, bu' sometimes too-.
Qbuut her own «urrent work? As graduate students we all learned thatif one:
wanth a brca‘l‘ﬁyfrom routine or,a snmulanong half-hour of conversation, one
could always, count on Marie Nichols to be caught ufa with some new idea and,
ard?&us to t:%. about it. No one can say how muchythe morale of a .

generation of Gradaate students came to depend on those occasions when we

¢ could entice her to leave, the office and join a group for coffcc and talk. No’

doubt we all came to apprccxat!: and feel some twinge of gonscience about, .

the magmtudd of her gift of those hours. For'wc saw fhe lighits burmné in her,

office evety evening and nearly every wcckcnd as ;l/c did th'e work that had

been put aside for us durmg the day. ) . .

Mrs. Nichols’s classes-were as snmul ing as hcr convcrsauon She has rcad
so much, explored so m¥iry intercon ccuons that her studcms find new
avenues to 1deas constantly suggested tb them. Prgbably dozens of disserta-
uons sprang from hints dropped casually in her ¢lasses 1}\ American public

- address and in médern rhetorical theory. Nor did her contribution end there,
for she directéd those dissertdtions with paucncé skill; and an amazing
mlllngncss to accommodate student needs. Even today one is not surprised to==
see on her busy dcsk—amld #hé manuscripts of her own \ynillg, thc parts of
dissertations, the scholayly books and ]qurnals a paper from- some former
student who secks her criticism. Regardless of the press of other busmess
"Mrs. Nichols will read it with care and return it with encouragement.

Richard ML;rphy temains a part of the Lincoln Hall scene although he has.
reurgd from active teaching. On his visits, to the, office we may still look .
forward to a lively discussion of#he latest publie 1ssut:,‘csm:c4ally1f it touches
on civil hberties or freedom (mhy had a way of putting students
and colleagues n touch with pybllc affairs, and, of relatin} our professidnal,
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* «oncerns to the curreht issues. Long before c% erism became fashionable,
Murphy’s offer of a group subscription to Consum " Reports was an annual . .
cventc He had an impact on the world beyond .the campus, for he was
frequently asked to teach short courses for businessmen and union leaders,
especially on discussion and parliamentary procedure. The high point of his .
public service came in 1970 when he served as parliamentarian to the o0
Gonstitutional Convention of the ‘State of Illinois. * : - ! )
’ Thinking of Murphy reminds graduates in the Illinois tradition of his
i\:rilliant, pungent wit, which in a seminar could lay bare an inanity oz expose
conpx;idictiori whilg still leaving its ,source alive and fu.nEtiomng. Murphy
§, was thd‘suprcmc dcya‘{tr an'd~ the %raduatc.studcnt was assumgd to be his
~  “equal in the management of idess. The genuine gift, of course, was in making
" At appear av least that the student could manage that. But also, the graduare
. student refaembers books. Books filling bookcases, piled on the desk, onthe
R " floor, )on‘ every chair, and on every surface that could hold thcff'\. But they
@ '« wore used, ngither decoration nor discard, and the*student. marveled at .
“Murphy’s ability to locate quickly the exact book the student wanted, * )
* complete with comment on its publishing history, errata, and availability and f
N * price on the used book market. - ) .
The Nlinoss tradition is thus a compound of private memories entwined .
with' the public images of Wallace, Nichols, and A’rphy. We know thc@‘as .
» dedicated professionals and disciplined sch ars, but we have been touc ed by X
. - them most deeply as teachers and friends. Ingthe essays which comp_r'r's'c this
volume, ane will find students of_the threc Miffering in'5pcc1fic ways with , »
positloRSJhat_WallaCC, Nichols, and Murphy have taken. Doubtless some of
those differences are due to developments ithe field, but more aze attribut-

able to the quality of educationthat the three provided. Wayne Brockrniede ‘
commented on that circumstance in a recentletter: -~ - ~
» ’
.- 1o be iue to the liberalizing education, we reccived we had no ¢

. choice but to pursue ideas where they led us, to make judgments ag
good®as ‘'we could make, and to make them after the most rigorous
research, thinking, and arguing we could muster. The legacy they leave *
us {s’not the positions*they have taken in thecourse of their own
productive careérs, but rather the tradition of taking scholarship seri-
sously, of grappling with ideas rigorously, of giving as much of self to
b * “Swdents as they could, and of all the other aspects of the teacher
scholar that connote a humane but hardheaded way of dealing with
! people and with ideas. )
" - . - . P
By "the substance of Wallace, Nichols, agyd Murphy’s teaching we have not
invariably been persuaded, by flie 'spint of,their teaching we have been
ennchéd and rmsplrcd. With this’ volume, we honor the Uhnois tradinon
+ established by Karl Wallace, Mane Nichols, and Richard Murphy. Those of us
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who were sthooled in 1t, and who have the pnvdcgc of remaining a part of - %
it, strve to build 1n a2 manner worthy of their foundanons\i
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iheFourth Stasis in Greek Rheforic

. . RAY D. DEARIN -
~ .
. ! \

“
" D x . ¢

Near the end of his definitive work on ‘the” Attic Orators, R, Q,‘: Jebb

. comments on the growth of rhetorical. theory in the Hcﬂ'c_ﬁiétié period
'follovqing Aristotle. After explaining thcﬂ%ﬂlopmcnt: of two schools of

. “rhetorical, thought, the “practical” and the “philesophical,” Jebb identifies

succinctly the place of Hermagoras in the history of Yhetoric:

. - Hermagoras now worked up the treatises both of the
the Philosophical Rhetoric into a new system, His obje ctwas practical;
but fie followed the philosophers in giving his chief care to the province
of Invention. Erring on the side of too much subdety, he Mdcd a
Rhetoric which, as distinguished from the Practical and the Philosophi-

. <al, may be called the Scholastic. For Greek oratory t;ﬁs could do litde

directly. But for Roman «oratory Hermagoras and’his followers did very
much what the school of Isokrates had done for Athens.! . \

This pagsage has three insights that are central to a praper understanding of
" rhetorical developments in the transitional period from-Aristotle to Cicero
and the auctor ad Herennium. First, Hermagorean rhetoric was developed in a
Hellenistic environment, following 1n the wake of the great flowering of Attic
oratory in the fi d fourth centuries B.C., and was influenced both by the
sophistical and by t hilosophical traditions. Second, Hermagoras was to .
have his greatest influen® on the Romans. Thjrd, his impact on them was
enormous. A . .
These three points, if kept égarly in mind, shed ligbi on a problem that %(
has perplexed many students of Laxn rhetoric. Briefly stated, the problem is
this in Hermagoras’ system of rhetoridl invention, as it can be reconstructed
from quotations by other writers, thet were four stases, or “issues,” on
which a dispute turned o7oxaouos (Latin, Nuiectura), 6pog (Latin, definitiva
or proprietas), Kara cuufefnK 6 or TOLOTNS ( tin, generalis or qualitas), and
uetdAnyic (Lavin, translativa or translatio).? ThY quadripartite division was
¢ . retained by many Latin rhetoricians following Héxmagoras, but, for some
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reason, othcr WTIteEs dropped the “fourth stasis 1n favor of a.tripartite

scheme.® To dxscovcr‘\vhy this occusred is the purpose of’tms essay.

Hopcfull), this effért to dlspel some of the confusion surroundipg the

.
fourth stasss, the translative ssue as &f came Lo be «ajled in Roman rhetoric,

will lead to a henghtcm@ awareness that rhct\cﬂ thcory is inevitably
congitioned by culture and society. \iore is involved in this attempt than a.,
mere inspection and notation of trwial classificatory s«,hemc& My thesis 5.
that Hermagorean rhetong, conceived as it was in the He lenistic Milieu of the
second century BC., drew the four stases from earllcr Greek thought and

.codified the practices of the Atuc orators, but was modified when applied to
.. Roman rhetorical needs. Specifically, this paper wil suggest that the fourth ~

stasts, which, 1n certain Latin treatises, was regarded as an extra-ratiortal
attempt to avoid trial on procedural grounds, had been in Greek oratorical
practice an integral part of the rational inventive process. )

This cssa} will first show how thé stasis theory wds treated in vanous Laun
thetorics. It will next explore the origins of tre theory in carhier Greek
philosophy and in oratorcal practice. Finally, 1t will yr2=ent some observa-
_uons based" on these findings which should” clanf, w'y many Laun wrtets
“omitted the fourth stasig or relegated it to 2 subordinate role.

. i 1

'I | ¢ o= v

»

in the flrst cequury B.C. the opposing vx@ws about the number of stases had
already for«med Thc‘y are apparé’ht in two work$ otherwise remarkably
similat, Cicero’s D¢’ Inventivne and the anony mous Rfetorica ad Herenntum.”
Although the mature Cicero *[Orator’ 15, De Orggore, 11. xxiv. 26] later
dedared in favor of a threefold system, the y oung Cicero, aftet discussing the
conjecturgl, dcfmmonal and qualitative stases, wrote in De Inventione.  «

But when the case depcnds on the circumstance that 1 appears that the
right person does not btring the suit, or that he brings it against the
wrong person, or before the wrong tribunal, or at a wrong ume, under |
the wrong statute, or the wrong charge, ot with a ‘wrong penalty, the
assuc is called translative because the action seems <o requyre a transfer
to another coutt or alteration n the form of plcadmg There will always
be one of these 1ssues applicable to everv kind of ca*z. for where none
pplies, there can be no controversy. Then ore it is nut figung to regard
it\as a czsc atall.? RS

The iuthor of the ad Herennium objected o the fourth- category as a

distinct type of issuc. IFollowing his teacher 1a1 recogu:.ing only the conjec-
tural, legal, and juridical issues,” hé made transforence (translatzo) one of the
six subtypes of the legal ssuc (his term for the definitional issue).® Cicerd
credits Hermagoras with being the inventor of the fourth dssue, “not that

.
. ' »

¢
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orators did not use &t bcforc his day —many did use 1t frcquently blb( bccausc
carlier writers of text-b k%not notice it nor include it with the issues.”
And he may have the teacher cauc}or in mind, along with others, when
he says “Since” {Hermagoras'], mvcnmm of the term many havc found fault
with It, not misled by ignorance, 1 think, for the case is perfectly plaf, so
much as they have been kept from adopuing 1t by a spirit of envy and adesire
to disparage a rival.””® We need not take’seriously Cicero's reasoning as to
why some theorists did not adopt the txanslative 1ssue. Indeed, 1n [ater years
he accepted a three-part system 1n his Oritor and De Oratore. The significant
point is that other writers were aware of Hermagoras’ four-part scheme. Soime
merely chose to omit the fourth stasis, or to treat 1t as a subsidiary element in
therr systems. .

In the sixth chapter of the third book of his Institutio Oratora, wrtten
ncar the end of the first Chnistian century, Quinulian summarizes the views of
<arher thinkers concerning stases. After mentioning the categones used by
Archedemus, Pamphilus, Apollodorus, Theodorus, Posidonius, Cornelius Cel-
P , Cicero, Patroclcs, Marcus Antonius, Vcrgmlus, Athenaeds, Caeclius,
“drheon, and Aristotle, Quinulian states. “Hermagoras is alone 1n thinking that
there are four, namely compecture, particularty, competence, and quahty "9

Here the fourth issue is callcd, in Butler’s translation, competénce. One sees
What has become of this ‘stasss n Quintilian’s system as he explamns:. ‘I used
to follow the majority of authonues in adhering to three rational bases, the
conmectural, qualitative and defmitive, and ro one Iegal’ basis. These were my
general baccs The legal basis | divided into five species, dcalmg with theletter
of the Lw and mtention, contradictory lqws, the gyllogism, ambiguaty and
competence. "% Thus, Quintihan, like the writer to Herennius, makes

('aknwc'a subcategory of the “legal’ issue. Byt he goes cven furthcr to,
separate it entirely from the rational stases (bases) v

"y

e

e
It 1s now clear to me that the fourth of the general bases may be.
removed, since theforiginal division which I made into rational and {ggdl
bases 1s suffnc:cnt The fourth therefore will not be a basss, but a kn}d

- of t’iuemon. if it were ngt, 1t would form one of the rational bases. .
* Further 1 have removed comperencg from those which 1 called speces.
For 1 often asserted . .. that the basis concerned, with competence
hardly ever occurs in any dispute under such, circumstances thamt
cannot more correctly be given some @ther name, and that ‘conse-
quently some rhetonicians exclude it from their list of bases "

N

¢ *

Having made a clear division between the clase\and legal questions,
Qumtlhan thcn explains (hat questidas of “compctcncc are often resolved
by feference to one oi\ 1he chcI‘ “issues.” Supposc. for ekamplc, this
assertion should be made *‘You ought to demand the return of a deposienot
before the practor but before thc consuls, as the sum is toMcomc

\

v
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*/l’mdcr the practor’s junsdiction.” “The question then anses,” says Quintilian,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“‘whether the sum is too large, and the d)spute 15 one of fact.”'? The
con_]cctur:il issue arjses here.

Legal mtcrprctauons also come into play in questions of compctcncc In

such cases the dispute no longer tums on the original question at issue, bpt on
one that is, so tospeak, “ong step removed.” Thus, “in cases of compedence
it 1s not the question concerning which the advocate afgues that 1s involved,
but the question on account of which he argues.”'? Quinulian exemplifies
this pomnt: “*You have killed a man." ‘I did not kill him.” The question is
whether he has killed him, the basis is the conjectural. But the following case
8 very diffcrcnt ‘I have the night to bring this acuon.” ‘You have not the
nght.” The qutsnon is whether he has the right, and it is from this that we
dcnvc the basts.”™* The Roman rhetotician thus explains at length why “It

.to kmds of causes, not to bases that the term competence ap-
phcs. ... In so doing, he makes translatio ingo a technical matter,of

-~

proper legal procedure rather than one of the ‘main stases on which a

CONTroversy turns.

Although the auctor ad Herennium, the mature Cicero, and Quintilian
favored a tripartite division of stases, many later writers followed Hermagoras
i adhering to the quadripan;te system. Among them were Hermogenes,'¢
Aurelius Augustine, Julius Victor, Cassiodorus, Alcuin, and Clodianus. One of
the ,best sumiving source of pure Hermagorean rhetoric is the httle tractate

" of’Aurchus Augustine, De Rbetorica, a product of the foufth or fifth century
A.D. Conceming tlte division of stases, Augustine states. ‘“‘Rational or logical
questions . ..ate made in four ways. In them these things are asked: (1)
Whether or not something is? (an sit), (2) What it is? (quid sit), (3) Of what
quality it is? (quale sit), and (4) Whether or not it should be brought to trial?

(an induct an fudicrum debeat).”'’ After noting the contention that sur-

rounded’ the fourth issue, Augustine invokes the authonty' of Hermagoras.
“But the authority of Hermagoras far syrpasses all others and he holds that it
is a type of qucsno/,,and an especially r&cssary type, and one whxch is often
resorted to in public matters. ;. .”"® That the aythonty of Hermagoras over ~
four hundred years .after hlS dcath was sufficient to justify the writer’s
inclusion of the fourth stasis tesufies to his great influence. chcrthclcss,
Augustine fecls obliged to comment further on this stasis: -

.Irecognize that nothing is of more interest to those threatened with
a trlal than to avoid a trial, furthermore, that the avoidance of a trial
has some semblange of a trial. For if 2 legal matter were handled in this
way that whenever anyone did not wish his case to be tried, this would
be ‘within his power, there would be n6 investigation, at the present
time, however, since those always arise who would prevent a trial, “that
contention itself in which one party. demands a hearing and the other
makes an objection against it, constitutes a question, this type of

~. .

/
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. A
controversy Hermagoras calls metalepsis (transference). A few of our
men-have called 1t reprebensio, many have termed it translatio, both for
good rcasons. Those who have called it reprebensio did so obviously
because 4t the very moment when the case is brought into court, X is
laid hold of again and, so to speak, pulled back; théwwvaw called
it translatio did so because the defendant does net” preclude court *
. actign altogether but, in order to free himself from the present condi-
tions of the action, he transfers the trial to another kind of court, either
¢ now In sessiop or to be convened in the future.!?

These comments reveal that Augustine does not differ strenuously with
Quinuhan over the meaning of ghe fourth stasis. Both understand 1t to refer
to procedural quesuons of correct judicial action. Even though Augustine
accepts the authority of Hermagoras and lists it among the rational sta{es, ¢
clearly views it differently from the other three. For him, it appears to pea '

way of avoiding trial while seeming to mcit the primary accysatio the
prosecutor head on. . 1
. From this cursory treatment of how various Latin writers dealt with the

fourth stasis, one point is clear. whether they accepted or rejected 1t, the

\ influepce jof Hcrmgagoras compelled them to take it into account. As Rs 'CX{'
. M(‘f)(llm wgod has said, “An intense polemic agairist a certain doctrine is an |
“infaifple sign that the doctrine in question figures largely in the writer’s
environment and even has a strong agraction for himself.”?® The influence
of Hermagorasyscems to explain why some theorists retained translatio. Why,
others rejected it can perhaps best be understood after a study of the
pre-tHermagbrean ongins of ?i\c theory of.stas:s.

. . R

b P 11 T
5
™ Modern scholars Kave contributed greatly to our understanding of th
of stasis. In particular, American scholars such as Otto*A.
Nadeau, relying heavily upon certain German ‘scholdfs, especially Georg ..~
Thicle and Dicter Matthes, have labored diligenttf to uncover thdmeaping
and onigins of stasis’® In a 1950 article Dicter observes, “In Pre-Atistotchan

) Greek thought, in Aristotle’s physical philosophy ang_;iii"tic m-etapbysxcal

- rhetoredf Post-Aristotelian Peripatetics of the Third Century before Christ, d
stasis] was the rest;y pause, halt, or an/(img still, which iﬁm&"

between opposite .as well as between contrary ‘meFes; otions.”?* The

. @ . ~ L g

four Hermagorcan stases, Dieter c;piézs. corre, osely to Aristdile’s
. ' - : -

four catcgorics of physical changes. Bemny, Qﬁﬂ/g tity; Qualsty, and Plgce *

Explaining how the $tasis system functions in rbetBrical invention, Dicte
writes: % ; . -

- . . . . . L .
In Stasis I, unqualified Being, or the subjeet’s actual” existence, is
. b
. challenged, controverted, and rejected, there is no agreemeng whatevet

ERIC '
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bct\veé‘r: the speakers on thc subject and the area of dispute 1s consider- -

able. In Stasis 11, the subject’s actuality. or actual Being is admmcd or X
waived, but s quantification, or Being-in- Quanmy, is checked, “re- '
torted” and denied and the area of disagreement is more limited. ln

- Stasis 111, the subject’s Bemg and Quantity are admitted, or waived, but %
its qualltanvc Being, i.c., Being-n-Quality, is “arrcstcd re-directed, and
tepelled” and the xtent of the dispute 1s cortespondingly restricted. In
Stasis 1V, the subject’s Being, Quantxty, and Quality are admitted, or
wawved; 1ts Being- nPlace only, 1s “not allowed to pass,” but “re-
turned”’ and “hurled back ”

N

] To exemplify how a ¢ arge may be stasiated and rebuffed by an answer in the

. fourth category, Dieter cites this response. “It s not n Place for you to 1akc

. thls action, or to bring this chdrge ar this time, ot in this court,~or in this )

W etc.”’® Hefe 1t is obvious that the fourth category, Place, is re-

M stricted ifi no literal sense to the idea of location (for xzfmplc, the proper

court), though the underlying tenor of the idea ma t have originally been

P - physical.® Rather, the term refers to the apgroprmteness of the action that

is being taken. Its appropriateness may be questioned on any one of a number

of grounds (wrong prosecutor, improper court, incorrect legal procedure, and
450 forth).

Nine yedfs after the publlcat\lon of*Dieter’s article, Nadeau suggested that
the four rhetorical stases developed from tﬁ‘c four steps used by the Peripa-
tetics and the Stoics in studying matter, ang from the Aristotelian system set
forth in the Topics for staung proposirfons.?” It s significant that both
chtcr and Nadeau“find the origins of the stasis theory in some four-fold, ™

i systcm of classification. Clccro s statefnent (De Inventione, 1. x1. 16) that
Hermagoras was thought to be the’oniginator of thc fourth stass, then, simply
mdicates that he was the first to employ it ina systcm of rhetorical stases.
Although Hermagoras was probably the first o offer a full-blown quadri-
partite system of stases, the roots of such a system are certainly in eatlier
Greek,theoty. In the Rbetoric Aristotle asserted that rhetorical proofs should
s bear directly upon the *question in dispute,” which will fall under one of
“four heads *({) If you maintain that the act was notcommitted, your main
task I court is¥o prove this. (2) If you maintain that the act did no barm,
prove this. If you maintain that (3) the act was less than is alleged, or (4)
Justified, prove these facts, just as you would prove the act not to have been
committed if you were maintaining that.”*® But, again, Hermagoras seems to
have been the first to present the four-part stasis system as mcthod of
+ .« thetorical inygntion. .
" The concern, of modern scholars with the meaning of stasts and with its
ohgms in earlier Geeck thought has tended to draw attention to the philologi-
ml aspscts of the concept rather than to 1ts usage in oratorical pracuce. To be ’
sure, writers on stasis sometumes cmploy brief illustrations from the carly :
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Attic orators Thus, Kennedy parenthetically cites this example of the fourth
stasis s an instance where the competence of the prosecutor is denied:

“(perhaps, as Aeschines allded of Timarchus, the prosecutor has lost his civil
rights).”* Concerning the fhur stase, Kennedy atso says, “All can be found
in the Attic orators, apd their possibilities were hardly unappreciated, by
logographcrs”w And Nadeau comments that “Various forms of stasls can
certainly be seen in pre- Hcrmagorean pracncc —for exatnple, in the speeghes

. of Lysias, Demosthenes, Aeschmes ahd othcrs 31 Because instructioh in the
arx of rhetoric followod .in the wake of practice,2* a mote thorough consider-

- ation of, oratorical practice 1n Grecce may shed addmonal light on Srases in
general and onthe fourth stasis 1n parncular

A knowledge of the administration of justice in ancient Greece is necessary
to the understanding of the fourth stasss. The great influence of.the Attic
orators and spccchwntcrs on later rhetorical practice, and of the Athenign
court system upoh the judiciaries of the other Hellenistic cxty-statcs makes.a
knowledge of'Athenian j justice partlcularly important. .

Accoc)ng “to Bonner and Spith, “there was general codification of the

laws 1n-Greece 1n the coutseof the seventh century.”*® Generally, speaking, -

Athenian Judmary (velopcd from the Homeric aggra into the.Solonian

I»elmm 2 popula/pp/e:ls courﬁéﬂ‘ﬁs latter court developed into the highly
) . orgagiized fourth<€entury dicastéries. In the fifth and fourth centuries B.C,

s distinctions between cvil and criminal law had not been finely drawn.

~ Moreover éhc courts there was much latitude open to pleaders in bringing
suits and in discussing matters oi’msdlcuon In no area of Athenian law was
the complexity of legal progedure morc "i;ronounccd than in the homicide
laws znd_n_the junsdictional rcsponsnblhtxcs of the various courts. _Bonneg
qLcs\nbcs the funictsens of the various homlcidc courts:

In carly tr/s the dxstlncnon*bct%hffercm kinds of ho_mxcxdc weres

not drayerl” The Arcopagus, which was repured to be the most ancient
h/mrcndc court.in Greece, tried all cases. I !

‘' Butin Draco’sscode [621 B.C.] appears the clasmfu'anon ofhoml
' cide "as volattary, in lumary, and ]usnfmblc . In addition tothe
Areopagus there were/four minor homicide co%rts The court of the
Palladum tried cases pf involuntary ho icide, while the court of the .
Delphinium tried cases of justifiable omyjcide. These courts, in all » |
probability, wete instituttd_to try homicides who took refuge in
—" shrmcs claiming jusuflcat/ﬁ It was intonvenjent to’ assemble the
\ ¢_Arcopagus, sg a committec, or commMQmoLﬁfgLone Areopa-
' - gltes, was scn u€~&07try such cases. . ..A court at Phreatto ... held
sesstons on the shore. It heard the plca of a man gccused of anothc?

" homicide while"in cxlﬂor homicide. The accused made his plea from

boat mgored off$hore ifi-order that he might not pollute the soj

~ ~ _Atwed. The fifth coust, the Prytancum, was 4 purely ceremonial €ourt

“for the ghisposal of animals and ObjCCtS that™had causcd the dtath of .
hurrran beings.

R . K
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_ have Been neglige

mtcrprctauon of the central questions in i‘casq of atcidental homlcxdc for
cxamplc determined which court had jurisdictiap/Over the matter. Moreover,
the assignment of the case to a certain courrfad vital implications for the
defendant. To illustrate, Antiphon’s Secopd Tetralogy concerns the death of
a boy accidentally killed by a javelin ip4 gymnasium. When the dead yot§1 5.

father brings chargcs agatqst the thrdwer of the javelin, the chargc 15 acaden-
tal homicde, and the tase comes’before the court of the Palladium. Central
to this case 1s the Grcck notion of accidenta) homicide, which 1s a religious
view of the death®as a ution. As Jebb points out; “Some person, or thing,
must be answerable £6r that pollution, and must be banished from the State;
which would .clse’temain defiled.”> In the case of the javelin-siaying, three
different hypo6theses about the cause of the impurity were possible. Pcrhaps
as the getuser alleges, tbc defendant is to blame, or the victim himself may

r&and thus have gaused his own death. Finally, the javelin
could be considered the agent causing the pollution. If the latter interpreta-
tion prevaileg, the case would have come under ‘the Junsdncuon of the
Prytancum which was charged with the disposal of inanimate objects that
* had taused_human-deaths. Onc sees, thergdore,"that the 1ssues ralscd ineGreek

forensic W Wert times inseparadle from legal qucsnons»rcgardmg
proper jud@al form and procedure:. v

v

«

A gooll example of how the fourth stasis was used by the Greek orators_~

'_. appears i Antiphon’s speech wrmcn for the defendant Helos, On the cﬁgl/nﬁ’r

Herpdes accuse Helos of rhc cnime, but do not follow;hp usua] proccdurc mn

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
7

P

of Herodes The dispure turns on the case of Helos’ companion Herode$
was nussing and prcsumcd murdered during a sea voyage. The relauves of

laying the case before the Arcopagus as a murder mdlctment Instead, they
bring him before an ordinary jury court and indict him s 2 “malefac r,)’ a
term usually reserved for thieves, houschreakers, ﬂ lesser cnr}unals The
mcthod chosen by the relatives was dlsaﬂCantagcous for the accused for
scveral reasons (1) thal before the Arcopagus affordeq the risoner an option
of thhdrawmg into exile before scntcncc “(2) wm}é{s in tnals before
ordinary jury courts (dicasteries) were not ‘required to take a sulcmn vath, as
in the Areopagus,®’ and (3) if acquitted by thc}é:mry court, he mught still
be ndicted for murder betore the Areopagus, R

In the speech Anuphun s client ralstﬁ several procgylural questions that
turn on whatMater rhetoricians were t fnll the stasts of objéction, uem?\mbtc
Early 1n the speech, he attac}} the uncommon Icgalfﬁancuvcrs of his
prosecutors, . . -

- i S~

.




.

/Ray D. Dearift

See“what they have done: furst, they have caused this trial to take place

excluded by public’ proclamation—17 the market-place. Second, they

. /n the_véry surroundings from which- men accused of murder are

have suggested 2 moncy-compensation, whereas the law decrees that a
murderer shall give life for life.. .. Third, as<you all know, all the
law-courts‘judge murder-cases in the open air, with the sof object of
safeguarding the jury from entering into the same building s the man
whose hands are unclean, and of preventing the prosecutor fram being
under the same roof as the murderer. v
- .
. 4 .
During the course of the oration, the defendant insists that the law against
malefactors does not apply to him,* that the prosecutors are asking the jury
to set their own “‘llegal invenfion’’ above the laws thcmsclvcs,‘”mrhat he

15 placed 1n double jeopardy, since, If he is acquitted on this charge, he 1s still

hable to face the Arcopagus on 4 murder indictment.®? He turns this last , .

pomnt into an argument for his acquittal. In his epilogue, he says, “If you
, acquit mg now, you can_do with me as you wish on the, futere ogcasion; but
if you condemn mg, you will lose your power of even deliberating any further

..on my,casc.”"3 7 .
Antiphon’s_decision to stasiate ‘his client’s case largely on procedural
grounds reveals two facts about forensic rhetoric in Athens at that ume (419,
B.C.). Furst, questions of legal form, the competence of the prosecutor, court
) jurisdictions, and so forth, were not simply delaying tactics or efforts to avoid
a trial. On the contrary; such 1ssues were substahtive mattets which involved
. the nature of the crime, dégrée of guilt, and the possibilities open to the
defense in refutation Ofﬂ]c charges themselves. Second, as a consequence,
these questions were aspects of the rafional intentive process of the rhetori-
cian, and were closely bound up with the other stases of fact, definition, and

" quality. o 'y

Histonans of rhetoric g?r@lly assume tha&at least some logogfaphers

7

examined the law and
performing the litcrar}?j
furmished legal advice on the intricacies of the heredity laws.* A/r}d{’Kcm
nedy, Yelying on the authonity of Thucydides, says that “Anuphon was the
man most able to help anyone who consulted him about a case in the courts
or the assembly, he was a complete legal advisor, not just a peech writer.”?s
The natyre of the Athenian judiciary illustrates why mce distinctions could
not be drawn between the functions of the speechwriter as rhetorician and

legal counsclor. o

In the forensic orato}y of ancient Greece, therefore, the fourth stasis
certainly mvolved substantive questions. Perhaps, as Jebb says, Aeschines was
-quibbling when he nsisted in his oration, Agamst Ctesipbon, that “‘the
proclamation should be made in the ckklesia, and could not lawfully be made

-
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Onkthe basis of this study of translatio in the Latin rhetorics, and of its

7 ongms and dcvclopmcnt in preHermagorean rhetorical theory and oratorical
~ practice, one should be able to speculate with some assurance about the
reasons why the fourth stasis seemed to, Hermagoras and his followers to be

¢ “Poordinate with the othcr three, whxlc some Roman theorists omitted’ it,
others subordinated it “to another stasis, and still others rejegated it tq a

) category of nonrational legal quesuons The foregoing aggount of Atheriian Py

judicial procedure should, first of all, show that the fourth stasis was-better e‘\;"h'
adapted to Greck than to Roman forensic pleadings. Although Cicero accepts®”
the ‘translatve 1ssue i De Inventione s he explains that it is seldom used in
Rome: - )

Y

[ ~ - ert® ‘
In lcgal procedure at Rome gHere are many rcasons why 'speeches
1] . involving transfers rarcly aresnade. For many dctions are exclud y
the exceptiones (counterpleas) grantcd by the practor, and the provx-
sions of our civil lay such that one whb dbes not brmg his action in
the proper forin-tose$ his suit. Therefore such qucsuons gcmmlly are
disposed_of7n e’ (before the praetor). For it is there th};( exceptions
are requested 20id the right of action is granted, ang the compl‘l:tc
formula for the guidancg of the tris pnvztc (or/civil) actions is
y come up in th actual trial and if

Sference, "’ his subtype of the

/::'ym'ns why some Roman theorists slighted the fourth seasis in their treat-
ent of invention. The pervasive influence of Hermagoras explains why
"others rétaimed it. : A - :

Another reason why the fourth issuc, was less esteemed in Rome than in
Greece _may lie in the growth of dedamatio as a rhetoric of display. Kcnncdy
' suggests that, by putting‘the fourth stasss last, Hermagoras had * ‘regarde
a last resort and a kind of petty legahsm.”*® Because it can beaVery strong / :
issue i actual practice, Kennedy concludes that Hermy “shows that he

T
P /
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it is not. an effective base of argument.”*® If Hermagoras in the second
century B.G already had an cye‘toward scholastic exercises, Roman writérs

after the development of the controversiae .and suasorige could also be | -
expected to tanler'fhfi{ Sy SIemS to suit irhaginary speech occasions. Clearly,
with the circumstantes and sct“‘ting of a fictitious courtroom speech already

laid dowd, there was’httlesneed to rely upon translatio as a status or
constitutio, .

Perhaps the* key. to undertanding the evolution (or devolution) of fhe
fourdh' stasis can be found in this idea’ the stasis theory denved from, and was
ongimlly apphed to, forensic discourse. Efforts to apply the system to
deliberative and epideictic oratory have usually been less than successful.

* Morcover, when such success has come, it has almost al\;vays come at the
» , exXpense of the fourth stasis. s ) < . .

“Ordmary deliberauve and epideictic do mot exhibit stass in the striet
sense, since they do not necessarily imply an opporl;:nt,"Sl writes Kcn;ad-y.’,
In most deliberative or ceremonial specehes, more than two possibilities are ‘
open to the speaker in urging a course of action or in praising a man. It is
instructive to remember this when rcading,CgEcro or Quintihan. Lee Htltzen
points out that “Cicero and Quintilian wrote in a situation in which forénsic
pleading was the prinaipal field of the actiity of the orator.”®? "Both, .
however, attempted to apply the system to dehiberative and epideictic Bratory
as wcll.’Although Cicero does not illustrate how each issue apphes,to all three
kinds of discourse, he says in Book Il of De Inventione. “Every speech
“whether epideictic, deliberative or forensic ust tirn on ot or mote of the
‘ssues’ described 1in the first ,book.'.'” In the Topica, where he does not
commit himself Qa2 fourpartsystem of stases, he explains: ’

.

. . v
The same issues (sttus) come up in deliberative an(ﬂchOmi_aStic
Speéches. For when some one has given his opinion that certain things
will happen, the oppbnents deny that this is true, basing their argument
on the statement that these things cannot be-done at all, or only with
the greatest difficulty. And in this argument the, conjectural issue arises. .

/Or when there is some discussion about advantage, honour, or equity
and their, opposites, we have the issuc of justification and definition.

And the same holds true of encomiasuc speeches. For one can deny
that the deed which is being praised was done at all; or that it is at all
praiseworthy, because 1t was immoral or illegal to do jt.>*

Here there is no mention of how translatio 1s to be applied to these other
genres of discourse. In his {nstitutes Quintilian writes: “Some, it is true, have
th,ought that [the issues} were peculiat merely toMorensic themes, but their
ignorance will stand revealed when [ have treated of all three kings of

oratory "% Again, hoyever, 1t 1s significant that Quinulian acceptsonlythe -
issues of fact, definition, and quality. He 1s relieved of the blirden of trying to
P . ' ' i ' | - . ‘<
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fit the fourth 1ssue_into his scheffic of analysis. The fourth stasis should bea
. rcmmdcr that the stass tifeory was ongmally conceived with the rhetoric o
the law co%ts in mind.® 56 ,
* Finallys jt should be clear that the fourth stasis was, to the Romans (and,”
perhaps, to Hermagoras), a purely procedural matter. Nadeau says at in
«Hermagoras® day, "1t wis thcﬁfypxcal and specific relationial action to which
speakers resorted in objections, of all kinds of directly conccrned with the
‘case’ mself.”®” Hulgzén endorses Qumuhan s distinction between the first
three stases as ranonal and the fourth’as a legal question, on the basis thay
dealing with proccdurc 1s differghe from makmgjudgmcntslabout the acqal'
casc.58 Ashould be clear by now, however, such distinctions between the
other three stases and the “fourth could nostbc made in the law courts of°
ancient Greece. Indeed, questions coneerning appropriate judicial action,
court Jurisdiction, and similar mattors Were iftegrally related to_the facts
. about the alleged act, to its nature and quality, artd to its degree ofseverity.
,j'urthcﬁnerc. investigations nto the ergins and development of the stasis
tory in Anstotehan physics*and in Peripatetic and Stoic philosophy, give
support to the assumption that the theary originated in a quadnparmc rather’
than a triparute system of classification. The conclusion seems sound, there-
fore, that the fourth Stasis was in pre-Hermagorcan thought and practice a
oordipate member of the systcm of rationa] stases, but that ¢he diffcrences
" tthudxcml procedures of Greeca and {(omc together with the growth of
N~ #eclamatio, led Many subscqucnt rhctoncnan‘s to omut it from their analyses,
:to\subordmatc it to one®of .the first three stases, gr to assign it to a catcgory
of nonratwnal legal quesuons. -
. KR . . : MR
P ’ . <
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ot " Russell, 1962), I, pp. 444-445. ‘
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1963), pp. 307-308. ~ *
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While it is now clear thar students of cightccnth—‘ccn‘tury British rhetorical
theory can accept with assurance that the observations on wit, humor, and
ridicule which comprise the discourse “On Eloquence Part Ist” contained in
the “Litetary Essays, [of] Dr. Davld Skene” (MS- 475, University ‘Library,

King’s College, Aberdeen) are not,“as had previously been ‘thought, the |
belletristic views of the physician Skene himself, neither must 1t be ag;umcdﬂ

that the brief discourse 1s the work of Dr. John Gregory, 'who, according to
the recorded minutes of the Aberdeen Philosophical Society, responded on
—-May 8, 1764, tq the question “What are the distinguishing characteristics of

Wira our?” previously proposed by Gregory himself for consideration

by the socigty. We by linc collagion of the so-called “Skcnc”
discourse “On Eloquence h George Campbcl!’s The Philosopby obeeto
ric (1776) demonstrates, the “Skene” essay is in fact a verbatum account
(abstract) of Book I, Chapter 1, of The Pbxlosopby of Rbetoric, “Of Wwit,
Humour, and Rldlculc, an essay written some fourteen years earlier 1n, 1750,
delivered before ‘the Phllosophlcal Sogiety in 1758, and subscqucntly pub-
lished.in essentially unaltered form in 1776. .

Thus althouygh the recently discovered “Skene” essay does not, “as might
havc been anticip lend additional insight into either the intellectual
origins of Campbclls own stylistic vie oric or into the broader
phllos&phlcal and literary climate of opinion which gaveri that widely
accepted belletristic view, inclusion in the <cllection of what appears

portion Of ‘Campbell’s earlier Aberdeen discourse on “The Nature of Elo-
qu’cncc its various species and, their Rcspcctxyc ends” (proposcd J:muary 24,
1758, and delivered-and recorded in the specified *“Book .of ‘Discourse’ on

!
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_March 8, 1758) does suggest that the Skene manuscript may indeed be of e’

considerable value to modern students of ecighteenth-century rhetorical

thought insofar as it includes similar philosophical discourses presented by

still other members of the sotiety and recorded in the now lost “Book of
. . Discourses,” dcsignatcd'in the minutes of the society as one of three books to

be kept as a substantive record of its procccdmgs a.nd puifosophical.specula-
®at | _gions.?

Yet in the case“of fFampbeit on shetoric jn pamcula.r and with respect to
the’ widely pervasive Scottish concern for bSth the pqchologlcal orlgins and
" bellgtristic effects of wit, humor, and ndicule in general, the precise hature of
the philosaphical observations of thé society regarding this’ disunctve “spe-
cies of cloq'ucncc' must sull remain largely unresolved. Hence, the histori-
cally pcrplcxmg question of the degree to which Campbell’s Philosophy of
Rbetoric was in effect a result of the common thought of his philosophical

™
. and acadeniic peers at Abcrdccr} must hkcyvxsc rcm_am but tentdtively resolved
h in favor of Camppbell's originality. But more impoytant still perhaps than
~ cithcr Jevealing the prccisc authorship of the several bcllcmstic dlscourscs
L ' .
. mid—eighteenth-century Scomsh undcrstandmg of rhetoric as stylsstic adam—

ment of d:scourse For the Skene essay. proyides sull broadcr mdxcatnon of
that typxcally eighteenth-century view of the belles leteres 1n avhich thietoric’

. was takcn torbe the “art of eloquence™ that 1s, as 2 “'grand art of commyni- a'
- cation’ dxgtmguxshqd by its éoncern for grace, clcgancc and force of expres-

sion.> . . Can

e

2 ¢

Atcordingly, it is thc aim of this paper to suggest in’ what réspect the

Ja . %}cotmh thetorics of Smith, Blarr, Campbell, Gerard, and Beatue were in fact

SR . ctorics of stylc or “cloquence” (ipvthg broad, cnghtccnth century meaning

« , of the term), and thcrcby sﬁbquucntly to explain Adzm Smith’s characteris-

.- txcally, ghteenth- century conviction that stylistic cmbclhshmcnt and affecr

ube adornment of thought are the principal concerps of rhetoric and were

' hlstoncally so received by %the best ancient and modern rhetoriaans.

L N
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TRat Gedege Campbell should in fact inaugurate both his early discourses on
rhetotic before the Aberdeen Philosophical Society and his later Philosopby
of Rhetoric with an cxamxngﬂ&h of wit, humor, and ridicule as exemplary of
rhetorical “cloguenc in its largest acceptauon” (rather than proceeding from
an .inttial consideration «of thetorigal “igvention” and “disposit(ioh in the
*traditional manner)-reflects the popular Scottish, convnctlon thar a stylistic or
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omamgiital function of rhetoric constitutes its distingmishing and proper -
“~w.concérn. s
Various prevailing, though not necessarily rhetorical, presuppositions com-

mon to the eighteenth-century intellectual milieu account in part for this
conviction. Not the least of such presuppositions, it appears, was Shaftes-
bury™s widely popular cspo‘usal in the Characteristics (1711) that the free use

of “wit and humour” comf.)ri:scs a legitimate ;':hxl“osophical-mcans by which to
determine whether a “particular doctrine” (frequently a religious one) war-
rants a sober hearing, a measure which Bi'shop Berkeley later carried from

’\_}aftcsbu,_—y's tentative merg “test of gravity” to a fully warranted absolute
e “rese of muth."™® Jlpdecd, as was generally ackndwledged by eighteénth-

ERIC -3

century. Iitc_n’to"rs;and as Shaftesbury had promintntlyobserved. to his_own.
philosophical purpose, from. the rhetdrical works of Ansrelg and Gorgias—
“ ‘humour was the only test of gravity, and gravity of humour. subject
which would not bear rdillery was suspicious, and a jest which would not
a serious examination was certainly false wir. S o
" Yet wit, humor, and nditule were likewise widely received as legiumate
C ns7Of thetoric as well, largely by reason of their being both eloguent
and ornmamenta des of affective verbal expression~'‘the eloquence of
conversation” as*Campbell termed it. In this view, wit, humor, and ndicule
were taken to be eloguent forms of thought and expression through which
discourse could be adapted to the ends of moving the passions, enlightening
the understanding, or influencing the will. That t.h'cy often served the art of
* conversation, r_?thcr than more traditional modes of public address, did not
render tbssm unfit for consideration as species of thetoric, since their ends,
like the ylumate end of cthetoric, were to enhance that verbal and conceptual
cloquence which affords affective stylistic expression and ultimately leads to
persuasion, '

Nor was such an ornamental and affecuve view of the thetorical effect of
wit, humor, and ridicule out of keeping with Thomas Reid’s understanding
that the proper province of rhetoric is “grace, clegance, and force 1n thought
and in expression”’, with James Beatue's belief that rhetonic concerns “words
as they-may be employed for [the pdrpose of] ormament”, with Robert
Watson's view that rhetoric is that ““art which delivers rules for the efcellence
and beauty of discourse”, or with Hugh Blair’s conviction that “rhetoric
serves to add the polish” to those substantive matcrials of discourse which are
furnished by “knowledge and science.”® For all such views reflect in common
the widely accepted Scogtish  presupposition—prominently expressed by
Adam Smith—that even among the ancients style, embellishment, and ““the
ornaments of language and expression” were the principal concerrts of rheto-
ric; that traditional rhetorical invention was—in the classical world of Cicero
and’ Quintilian and hénce in the ng:b-classical world of Smith and Blair—"a

. - -
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shight matter” M clearly not an “carnest” concern of cither rhetoric or
theorists.

Such a stylistic understanding of rhetoric was, of course, not whoily out of
keeping with the rthetorital tradition to which the mid—eighteenth-century
Scottish rhetorscians were heir. Hence Campbell’s inclusion of wit, humor,
and nidicule as “rhetorical” modes of cloquent expression ornamental to
thought 1s llkcw:sc not unexceptional. Indeed, that Campbell should charac- |
terize such traditional rhetorical devices of thought and expression as
“cloqucnt"—and'almost without exception employ the term “cloquence”
synonymously \\atha"rhctonc"—furthcr suggests that wit, humor, and ridicule
(ike metaphor, simile, and metonymy) were taken by him to be arustic
means of affective expression thtoufh which the psy chological force of verbal
discoursc may be heightened bc)ond its common, merely grammatical or
literal effcct‘to a more eloquent ornamental or figurative effect. In short, for
Campbcll—as fw- professor of logic and rhetoric at the
University of Glasgow from 1774 to 1824—the ultimite end of rhetoric.was
“cloquence,” or grace and efficacy of expression, and all these devices of
thought and language which lend such eloquence to verbal expression were
taken thereby to be rhetorcal.”

Little wonder then that despite the widely professed, distrust of stylistic
ormamentation historically expressed by rhetorical writers from Aristotle to
Blair, the ornamental or sty Listic capacity of rhetoric was frequently taken to
be its dnsunguxshmg charactenistic and primary concern. And little wonder
that Campbell's close friend, James Beatue, belicved The Philosopby of
Rberogi to be a work on style and criticism rather than one concerning the

-

J-tradational art of persuasion.® Yet in mud*eighteenth-century rhetorical

thought, several additivnal literary and philosophical presuppositions distiric-
wve of the Scuttish intellectual milieu account for the prevailing stylistic view
of thetoric and explain 1n part the distinctly “ornamental” orientation of the
rhetorical works of Smith, Kames, Blair, Beatue, Gerard, and Priestley, while
furthgr ex plaming Campbc]l's inclusion of wit, humor, and ridicule as rhetorn-
cal forms of expression '

-

11 *
‘ oA o 9 ‘
Doubtless such an ornamental view of rhetoric derived in large measure from

the prevailing eighteenth-century presupposiuon that, rhetoric is most prop-
erly to be considered as the communicative part. ofloglc that is, as the fourth
of the four mental operations of nvenuon, }udgmcnt, memory, and com-
muntcation which then comprised logic. JamesBeattie, for example, professor
of logic and moral philospphy at Marischabollege, Aberdeen, from 1760 to
1797, held that “Logic consists of 4 Parts. viz 1. ThasArt of Inventing, 2. of |
Judging, 3. of Retaining, (and] 4. Rhetoric, or the art of communicating. "e
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So, t00, Alexander Gerard proposed that “the Fourth part of Logic is

RHETORIC, taken in a more extensive sense indeed than it usually 1s. Its
Business is 1o consider every thing that 1s related to the nature & use of those
Signs by which we communicate our Sentiments to one another.”!® Yer
+ what is more, for Beattie, rhetoric itself properly concerned “the art of
conveying our thoughts to others by word and writing”’, namely “words as
they may be employed for ormament as well as for nec sary use, and . ..
those things [devices of style} that gonstitute Elegapeeof Language.”!!
Traditionally, of course, Scottish uﬁivcrsitysgudcnts were “driled 1 logic
and rhetoric by analysie of Latin and Greek authors, and by handling simple
4nd gompound themes.”!? vet n keeping with his own psrtrcular view, John
Stevenson, professor of logic and belles lettres at the University of Edinburgh
from 1730 to 1775, had long “endeavoured, by prelections on, the most
esteemed classics, ancient and modern, to instil into the minds of hfs pupils, a
relish for works of taste, and a love of clegant composition”; most pagticu-
larly by study of the rhetorical and poetical works of Anstotle and Longinus,
" and the cntical djscourses of Dryden, Addison, Bossu, Dacier, and Pope
whicl/he appended to- his class on logic.”® Likewise 1n their own academic
" lectures acMrischal Colltge both Gerard afd his swdent and successor
Beattie devoted a portion of their lettures on moral phildsoBfiy—to thetoric; 2
subject which 1n their view embraced both universal grammar and composi-
tion, especially historical, poetical, philosophical, and rhetorical composition,
5‘du:'lam:r being taken {0 include the sermon, the popular essay, and the
dration So, 100, Campbelt devoted nearly theee-quarters of his Philosophy of
Rbetoric to those historically stylistic “essential” and “discriminatng”’ prop-
erties which distinguish eloquence. perspicuity and vivacity, ‘‘qualities of
Style strictly rhetorical” as he noted.! ;oo >
Indeed, despite ther f wcians of the ancient
werld—most especially Cicero and Quintilian with Whom, as Beattie notes,
“every scholar ought to be intimately acquainted”!s —the rhetoricians of the
late cighteenth century did not view rhetoric in a traditional or Ciceronian
vein as 2 broad art of communication made up of five subordinate arts
including invention, arrangemeht, style, memory, and delivery. They took
thetoric, rather, largely to concern language, style, antd verbal embellishment;
“in short to concern elocutio or “cloquence,” the third canon of rhetaric, and
the only one, as Adam Smith noted, about which the ancients were especially
> “in earnest.” Accordingly, even where other tradiuonal offices of Theforic
re considered, as in the works of Smith and Blair, the examinatiof was
‘mare to satisfy an historical expectation of the reader and to demonstrate the
author’s orthodox knowledge of traditional rhetoric than to develop a mod-
ern theory of “rhetoric” or eloquence as such; n #ect to “‘serve as an
apology” to academic-tradition for not 'trcating thte subject as the ancients
(did.'e
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True invention, 1t was held, was the proper concern of empirical science; -
memory, the concern of pneumatology (psychology), and dispositién, a
“methodological” concern of the fourth part of logic, as in the véin of Isaac |
Warts's Logick (1725) and William Duncan’s The Elements of Logick (1748).
Hence among the Scotush thetoricians, the ancient five-part system of rheto-
nc, while sull providing many established ‘i'n'sights into the grand art of
persuasion, was exaguned In its historical form largely as an academic exer-
~ ase, rather much “to gratify curiosity with respect to an artificial method,”
as Adam Smuth observed regarding his own consideration of traditional,
logic Little wonder then, that 1n [fetrospect James Wodrow—libraria
Glasgow when Smith assumed the profcssorshxp of logxc in 9}4:’:&
terized Smith’s lectures on rhetoric as “a set of admirable lecturgs~on
language ([dclwcrcd by Smuth} not as a grammana.n but asa rhe
the different kinds or charactenstics of style,” thus su
distinctly five-part orientation to Smith's rhetorical ¢ tv.® Indeed, of all - -
the major rhetoricians writing between 1748 a 783 only Jeseph Pliestley ~ ,
devoted particular philosophical attentiono the mattérs of rhetonical inven-
won and disposition, and he was as much to_jlidStrate the universality of the
Hartleian doctrine of “the association 9‘41 as tosespouse the heuristic
value of the ancient system of rhetoriedd i inventioh. ‘

So, too, Adam Sgnith’s apparently “Fadftional consideration of thc topical
sygtém of judicial rhetoric was intended largely to “gratify cur_mslty’ ith
respeet *to an aruficial method of mvcsuganon For surely be~was not
especially énthusiasti¢ aboutsuch.a system Yot ¥Mvertion, s j gg'CStha)’ his
shighting observation that “the rhetoricians divide allshEse toplcs {of judicial LT
thetoric] into mady orders and classes. (These be found’in Quintihian by
those who incline to read them.~For my.gart I'll be at no further, trouble™
about-them at prcspnt.)"l% Indecd, #6F Smith ‘“‘the invention of arguments,

.or topics, and the composity r arrangement of them” were ?/rhctoric
“very slight matters andef'no great difficulty”—a view which he chcy dto

be warranted by ong-standing opinion of both Cicero and Qumt'flan
€xpression, he

e

4

Among the Scottish rh/{uclans D ighteenth century such a dis-
unctly stylisic view was in turn likewse-psqmpted by Bacon’s
s widely accc&cd ‘Division of Logic into the Arts of Distoveripg, of .

uagi%,}af\&t{ir:_r;iﬁand of Transmitting™, and his Subsequent divisions
of the “Arr o ion” into the “Organ of Dlscoursc"/(pfn o ..

s
-l sophical ;,rammar) mn\mrd\qf Discourse” (arrangement), and the

/._\ (, ; e
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«  “llustrauon_of Discourse” (verbal “Adornment™), “that which is called
Rhetoric.” That the Scotush rhetoricans of ~xhe ecighteenth ceprury
were enthusiastic, Baconians, is without question. Stevenson,.we know, long

-faught the logic of "Locke and Bacon if place of that of Aristbtle 4nd
N Ramus.?! And in 1752 “by Order of the faculty’ Alexander Gerard rcorga.-'

’ nized the philosophy curriculum at Marischal College in keeping with the

substantive changes in moral philosophy necessitated by the adopuon of

‘e Baconian inductive logic in place of the scholasuc logig previously taught.??
"Byt, more important still, 1n such adistinctly Baconian milieu true invention

-ws taken to bg the proper concern of empirical science. Thus although a

_.'parallel mode of rhetorical “invention”—received as recollection of previoftsly
gathered subject matter—was progosed by Bacon himself, there was nonethe-
lesg a widely accepted distinction in mid-cighteenth-century philpsophical
thought between the scientific “discovery of Arts” by inductive examination
and the rhetorical “discovery of Arguménts” by topical recollection, very
much as there was a parallel distincion between the largely invcst)igativc

| Speech™) In short, despite the respectability afforded rhetoncal “invention”
by Bacon himself having regarded it as a figurative mode of “discovery,” true
invention and/djsfc'o%g/i ¢ most literal sense was“for the eighteenth
century empiricakFand scigftific, not rhe torical and recollective. Hence, even

with respect to the™ iscovery” of “what to say” in a speech -or an essay,.
empirical knowlsd and direct examipation of the subject itself (not a

. topical scheme of recollective invention ¥ constituted the true source of the

. seeSubject matter of verbal distourse, a view suggested by Blair’s own endorse-
““.n?cnf‘d‘f“‘knowlcdgc a.nd/sciﬁlcc” as the “'body and substance of any valuable
composition,” and by Smith’s rhetorical demand for dire®t rathE thart
conjcc;urﬂ proofs. '. ‘

Yet what is more, in such 2 Baconian framg of reference, while true

invention was the extra-rhetorical concern of direct “scientific” ihquiry, the

“Art of Transmitting” —Bacon’s thcory‘_oTiﬁctori@ such—concetned largely

- the means of “producing and expressing to others those things which have_

been {previously] mvented, judged, and laid up in the memory” and thus but

- await recollection or “rhetorical” nvention and transmission.? Note, for
example, thay in this belief Gerard, mdﬁfdc%? tesulting forms of

after Bacon’s own partiuon of khowledge into phil;)sophy\: history, and
poetry, while further jn the manner of Bacon distinguishing cach of the,

intellectual facultiesf reason, memory, or imagination.
¥ Thus, although like his Scottish contemporaries Gerard understood rheto-

.
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capacity of Baeonian logic (the “Art of knquiry or Invention”) and the largely
Mnty of Baconian thetoric (the “Doctrine of Ornament in .

LYy

literary composition (the philosophical, historicat, poetical, and rhctoncﬂr,/“‘

specics of rhetorical composition according to its particular appeal to the R
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: ric historically to)nc ude four of the fwe Ciceronian offices of thetoric (‘‘the
*  .Rules of Rhetoric explain... the means by which persuasion may be ob-
tained &.that whether they relate to phe Subject, to the Disposition,-or the
Expression including Elocution, Pronunciation & Action’),”® 1n his own
ception of rhetoric and treatment of “cloguence’ he proposes an essen-
ually Bacoman or stylistic view of the affecuve art of discourse. Note, for
instance, Ggrard’s disunctly Bacoman conviction that “Eloquence addresses
1eself lmmc(iiatcly to the Passions & to the Will”’, and note as well his furthcr
belief that invention 1s of two kinds, “the Invention of Arguments & that of
_ Sciences. the former 15 not so properly Invention, as the recollecting [of]
s what was formerly known.”?
In short, while Gerard’s language often echoes the classical rhetorical
tradiion of the ancients, the theory of rhetoric resulung from his philosophi-
cal frame of reference was in which the true “invention” or literal
“discovery” of subject maté’mwas regarded as extra-rhetorical, while the
corresponding art of thetonc (those rhetorical concerns truly disuncuve of
» . the theory of discourse) was takeni to be the transmission and stylistic
embellishment of previously discovered subject matter, a view which in effect”
ruled out all “topical” methods of “rhetorical” invention, including Bacon’s
- . own recollective scheme. . i ) .
’ It is not without reason then that, in an ntellectual climate of opinion in
which the actual discovery ©f knowledge was taken philosophically to be the—
£ proper concern of empirical observation, the Baconian “Art of Transmitting.’
and its attendant rcgar(i for “Adornment of Discourse” was popularly taken |
to be the companion theory of rhetoric most suited to the new phnlosophnéal
ideal of the Scotush Enlightenment—the Baconian “‘mode of discovery by
Induction and Experiment,” as Alexander Fraser Tytler characterized 1t.2”
Nor is it surprising that Scottish rhetoricians of the mid-eighteenth ¢entury
should ‘attend primarily to the transmission and affective expression of .
’ previously discovered subject matter according to established principles of
. = stylc an({ human nat{rc rather than to traditional systems of rhetorical
invention. y )

ANV U6
Affecuive transmission was in fact the only view of rhetoric ph:losophncallya

suited to the new Baconian mode of ifivestigation, since the inventional
systems of traditonal rthetoric were widely regarded as inconsonant with the
aew expenmeptal ideal (direct u;imowlcdgc of the nature of a Subject . . .isa
much surer Guide for the mind 18 acquirc -proper- Arguments than any

- Aruficial Topics can ‘be”)?® and the artificial figures and tropes of Renais-
sance and Ramian rhetoric were rejected as sources of false ornament. Thus
while Bacon s view of transmission as “lively representation . . . by ornament
of words™ did not comprise the whole of the Scottish undcrstandmg of his
rhetoric, the view did suggest that affective imagery and stylistic ornamenta-
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tion were distinguishing concerns of Baconian rhetoric, or—as Peter Shaw
translated Bacon’s notion of rhetorical transmission—the “Doctrine of Orna-
ment in Speech "% Indeed, although the Scotuish rhetoricians of the cigh-
teenth century may, like Shaw, have taken a broader and mjorc orthodox view
of rhetorical “omament” than Bacon himself intended, 1t was 1n just such a
largely stylistic fashion that Bacon’ s “lllustration of stcoua}was received
by Campbell and his contemporancs. :

~ S A

Yet i addition to the influence of Baconian premises, the path for an

~ cighteenth-centurg- stylistic view of rhetoric was also laid by Peter Ramus.

For in effect’ the prevailing attenuation of the inventive capaaty of rhetoric,
as well as the parallel aggrandizement of the omamental function pf the art of
transmission, was but a modefn reiterauon and further application of
Ramus’s long-established distinction between the properly investigatory func-
uon of scholasuc logic and the largely ornamental capacity of Renaissance
rhetoric Doubtless the Ramian distinction was widely received in eightecenth-
century Scotland. Thomas Ruddlman for example, notes that even as late as
Blair’s day the * ‘regular course” at the High School of Edinburgh requxrcd in
the fifth year study of the “whole Rhetoric of Tulacus {Talaeus]”, and so,
100, at the University of Edinburgh students were instructed in the tradiuonal
“tropes and figoures” of rhetoric through study of the Rbetorica of Taleus,
having previously mastered the Dulectica of Ramus.3® This, of course, is not
to say that the Scottish rhetoricians of the eighteenth centyry derived their
stylistic notion of rhetoric either girectly or entircly flom a conscious
acceptance of the Ramian stylistic tradition. It is, rather, only to suggest the
lingering influence in the cighteenth century of a long-established rhetorical
tradmon n Scottsh academic thought, whijch, together with Baconian in-
ences and a stylistic interpretation of Cicere and Qumuhan, could well
h:v}rcd the Scottish Augustans to the presupposition that historically the
«distinctive concern of rhetoric had in fact been that of style and embellish-
ment.
much the same ma the Scottish yiga of rhetoric as a verbal
mamfcstatlon of the “various mengal opcratiorg-lt-hcy are expressed by the,
scvcral modificauons of speech and writing” as well as the companion view
that thetoric comprises “the best method of explaining and illustrating the
vagous powers of the human mind™® ‘also contributed in part to the
establishment in the cighteenth century of a broad rhetoric of style. That is,
since (according to Beattie) “Sf’ylc may be dcfined, [as] That particular way
in which a man chooses, or 1s accustomed to cxpress his thoughts, by speech
or wrting,”*? and further since a belletristic analysis of human nature was a

. . .
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disuinguishing characterisuc of eighteenth-century investigation in the vein of
the Philosophical Society of Aberdeen, style or eloquence pf expression was

% taken to be the one office of traditional rhetoric of greatest artistic.and
- psychological latitude, and thereby fa/kcy tp the most subtle operations of

the sensitve branch of hum ature as those operations are reflected in

human expressnon 4
. Such a method of psychologlcal analysxs by stylistic ﬁysls wag 1n fact
the. rhetorical mode of inquiry into human hature esp used by Smuth and
pursued, after him by Blair For Smuth assumed that while recent discovenes
in human nature explain various established prec pfs of rhetoric, 50 too the
very principles of rhetoric—especially as t)h/e} rcg:;d style or manner of
expression—provide reciprocal insight into human nawre as well. Indeed,
- Smith saw in the metaphor *‘lust of fame,” for example, an 1magined but
natural transposmon of the literal mcamng of “lust”’ from a corporeal passnon
to a resembling, yet figurauve, mental passion equally gross and indelicate, a
figurative transposition which in his view revealed the psychological effect on
human expression of man’s native sense of resemblance, while demonstrating
in turn the ulumate origin of rhetorical cl¢qucncc in human nature. Likewise,
Smith observes that “when we say the sltngs and arrows of adverse fortune”
therc is suggested a natural resemblance “‘betwixt the crosses pf bad fortune
+ and the slings and arrows of an enemy’’ which reveal#a natural inclination of
the mm71 to percewve analoglcal relationships among things not generally
connected, for Smith a natve perceptive capacty of the mind which explains ,
both the ongin and efficacy of metaphor, simile, allegory, and like rhetorical
expression. 4
It was n fact in just such a belicf that Campbell as well proposed that the
“lights [1nsights into" human nature] which the Poet and the Orator so amply
furnish” would in wrn a® “both weight and evidence to all .prcccdcnt
{rhetorical] discoveries and rules.””® So, too, it was by means of an essen-
ually rhetorical view of human natyre, that Smith accounted for Addison’s
2« frequent but appropriate use of figurative language in terms of the “flowery
modesty” of Addison’s style and character. And in the psychological- -
rhetorical vein of Smith and Blair, Robert Burrowes presented an essay ta the
Royal Irish Academy in 1793 “On STYLE WRITING considered with
respect to Thoughts and Sentiments as well as Words and indicating the
Writer’s pecubar and characteristic stposmon "Habits and Powers of
L Mind, ”35) ‘
Bui more 1mportant sull Campﬁ)cll ll'{C Smith, KamesgBlair, Gerard N,
Beatué, and Burrowes recognized that the psychological insights into human
nature provided by stiilxsttc“analysis of rhetdrical expressiop (verbal “experi-
ments of the mind™) ‘compriscd the most intelligible an/d valuable “scicnti,ﬁc&!;hf

knowledge of human n®ure yet available to man, It was therefore owing in
o / Lo ;
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part to a prevailing belief 1n the psychological value of the study of rhetoric
that there arose among Scottish rhetoricians of the pcrlqd a corresponding*
conviction that historical matters of style constitute the one ofﬂcc of tradi-
tional”rhetoric which reveals with greatest efficacy such subtle * ‘operations of
the immgination” as “increase our acquaintance with some of,the most rcfmcd
feelings which belong to our frame.”? . -
Indeed, it was owing to just such a belief in the psychologlgal value of the
study of rhetorical style that Campbell began his szlosopby of Rbetoric with
an examination of the affective manner in which wit, humor, andaridicule
¢ cnhance rhetorical expression and thereby provide insight into human nature;
and 1t was further the rczsonﬂthat “Blair pursued Smith’s yein of psychological
- (character) analysis in his dwn ¢ exarmination of the style of Joseph Addison. *?
ke was, in short, by examining phllosophlcally (empirically, introspectively)
those accepted principles of style and human nature commonly held both to
ensure eloquence of expression and to provide insight into the affecuve’
nature of man that the Scottish rhe toricians of the eighteenth century further
encouraged that almost cxcluswel) stylistic coricern for rhetoric broadly
« characteristic of the period Of the major‘hctoncxans of the day only Joscph
Prlcstlcy devoted cons;dcrablc philosophical analysis to the psychologxcal
bades. of rhetorical invention and arrangemend, although hé, too, devotes
ncarly two-thirlds of the Lectures on Oratory and Cnitscism (1777) to the

-

Jccnprocal illustration of thag Hartleian doctrine in rhetorical eloquence.
)
. A
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- ~nrt .

So, too, the pervasive clghmcmh century concern for stylc as the distinguish-
ing charactenstc of the art of rhetdne arose from the prevailing conviction—
|mpl|cn in both Spith and Blair—thit styde is in fact the common well- Sprin
of the several belles lettres, that poetry, eloquenee, history, and phllosophlcagy
writing ar¢=not dlsparatCJ forms of verbal discourse but related modes of
expression commnonly rootéd in style. Note, for example, that in the belief
that ornamental expression properly extends to “all species of writing in the
sciences and 1n literawre,” Jean Henri l'ormcy observed 1n his Elementary
Principles Of the B% Ldures (1766) that “thé Belles- Lettres may comprize
human knowledge without exception, so far as the several branches of this
knowledge are susccptlblc of being presented 1n an agrecable manner [style],
and embellished with suclorrainents, as respectively suit them.”>® And for
Smith, as well, style of expression—taken to be a verbal manifestation of both
7 the th’&ﬁgﬁt Bp
lying his cgifigism of narrative, didactic, and rhctorfcal discourse, as well as
* forensic, €pid€icuc, and dCllerﬂ(lVC“P\l‘l-b/C address. Little wonder then that

Q ' . A
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char®®r of lts-auth({r ~js the smnaard of judgment under-




28 \ ’ Rhetsric and Communication

% v < v

stylisucally ag that “art which delivers rules for the excellence and beauty of
discourse."® And }mlc wonder that it was an cssenual{'y stylistic view of
¥ thetoric and Ithc belles letgges which’ comrhonly cngagcd htér&t.érs like Kames, *
tSmlth Campbell, and Blair, and which further undcrlxcs théir stylisuc under-
standmg of the traditional art of discourse. -
Yet 1t Was from the rhetorical wotks of the most tloqucnt ancients
* S
‘thenisel¥és— ClCCl‘O anuhan Demetrius, Dionysius, and JLonginus—that
_ cighteenth- century literators like Adam Smith derived their belletristic “inter-
" pretatdon” of style as the pnmarpconccrn of the ancient rhetoricians. Smuth,
¢« as we kngWw, held the literary works o?‘Anstotlc Apthonus, Cicero. (three
editions Of the Opera), Demetrius, Demosthenes, Dionysius, Hermogenes,
Isacus, Jsocﬂt?/s Longings, Lysias, and Quinulian (two editions) in his owrt
pcrsonal library, and spent nearly all of his undergraduate years at Ballio}
Collcgc Oxford (1740—46), n the systemauc and thorough study of ancient
langiage=-and hrterawre.*® It was ind¥ed owing to Smith’s close acquain-
fance wnh the literary works of the ancient—broadly rcﬂcctcd n hxs
lectures on belles lettres—that Lord Kames encouraged Smith g deliver 2’
course of lectures on “rhetoric” at the Philosophical Society of Edinburgh, tc to
the coi!n}cra le cdification of such Scottish literators as Blair, Alc*candcr
chdcrburn (founder of thc fitst Edmburgh Review), and Kames “himself.
Thds while to prcscm day readcrs the rhetorical works of Clccro and Quin-
" tilian may suggest a “traditional’’ (five-part) thetoric rather than a belletristic
one, givent the prevailing styhistic mulieu suggested in this paper it is not
cnurcly thhmt cxplanzmon that Smxth should bchieve that “Cicero, Quin-
tilian, and all the, best authors who treat of Rhetorical Composmon treat of
the nvention of guments, or topics, and the composition or arrangcmcnt of
therd, a§ otry shght mattets and ,of no great difficujty, and ne¥er seem to be
in carnest unless*when they ‘gnc g directions concériiing the ornaments of
langua\gc and expression.’™!
.Nor was Smith’s distinctly styl»sdc mt;;rprctauomof the rhctomcal concern
of the angcient authors wirhaug cvndcncc from the very ancients themselves.
For although Smith® WOuld find “in Gicero's youthful de Inventione the
‘conclusion thdt invention {“i§ the most important of all the divisions” of
rhetoric, Smith would hkcwnsc find 1n the widely popular Orator the more Py

Robert Wag}so{{n, Smlth s successor at Edinburgh in 1752, should view rhetoric

-

< \ o ’

P Qm%mr: conclusxops that rhetorical invention and dxsposmon ‘are, not spe:

cxally markad qm {or the highest praise, utaa:cu rather fundaméntal fnccts~
. saryl, and, apart‘e'rpm that are™hared i m common with many other pursuxts.
[arc not dlsunct c.of rhetoric al\nc] » that thetorical invention and grranges =~
»gh ,“thghty . “rcqu:re less art and labour” than thc “all+

uesuoh of thc manner [stylc] of prcscntatlon ', and ‘that the
2
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So, IQO. Smith could note#in de. Orator that “a style that is dignified and .
graceful” is Ythe “essential concern’of the orator” arfd that it is indeed wnh
rcgard to matters of style and eloquence (not content or arrangement) that"

“science and ‘philosophy must come to oratory.”® Such a view of the
stylistic importance of rhetoric to related studies was of course also héld by
‘Grolamo  Fracastoro, an" halian humanist of the sixteenth ccntury, and
derived by him from the anciénts. For, as Fracastoro himself proposed, 1t was
in fact from the Ciceronian, rhetorical “master of cloquencc and from his

“certam general art of eloquence™ that ““the other sciences and artsreceivethe
particular kind of cloqucncc which they need.”* ,And in Quintilian as well :
Smith would find the conclusion that “a\s\ 11 orators agree” it s the culuva-

’ tmn of an cloquent style which consututes both the *‘chief .object” and the

“greatest difficulty” i the study of rhetonc, as\ ¢ll as the further conviction
of Quinulian that the cultivation of such *cloqu ¢ of expression was the .
chief rhctoncal concern of Cicero. that for Cicero ¥ while invention and \ )

N
arran‘gemcnt are within the reach of any man of gOod\s:nsc cloquence

bclongs to the orator alone, and consequently it was on the Kules, for the
cultivauon of cloguence that he expended the.greatest care. \' ' ~a
Little wonder then—especially 1n light of Quintilian’s own vnev\\cf Cxccro L .
\pnmary rhetonical concern-that Smith should' believe himself to kain the |
« ~historicat tradition of Cicero an(}Qumnllan in his regard Yor style ab il of
\ihc other :)%a 2toric, or that he should believe such a capital cstegm
for st?k to_be thc {)Jiiﬂ\ eqncern of the ancients as well as the primary D
concern of nd E‘ncc\n 1s not gvithout reason that Smuh\\:\
should‘hkc\sgsc co i

. rhetoricians: .[hz N ! N y" was in fact a N
SR ) 3
\ At it was™ th." " that the best "

‘. ; Doubless, bf coﬁcou‘?}ﬁ’h&e;ma[\s of th

. ' were aware historically™ef ,the traditicial mctonc prop
*anci¢gnts and rcltcratcd m\dkwyday in such “classxcal" wprks as

\ Wad's System of Oratory (1759) eras has been. suggcstcd

sophical prcsupposmons common to the mid=er hreentKogens

milieu resulted in an emphasis on style or rhctofcaﬁ(bqu pnmary

and most dxsnncuvc c‘baractcnsnc of thé _modern art “of dxscours at such ,,

an cmphasxs is tcntral to the major thetoridat -works of the period |$chnt

And that such% concern for style should dist inguish the rhetorical theory.of

the day) is neither without cxplanauon nor, as has been suggestco‘ \lnhoutj
precedent. Accordmgly, it is not especiably femarkable that Smxth shquld -read i
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Cicero and Quintilian a$ rhetorical styhsts that Campbell should consider wit,
ndlculc and humor as legitimate “rhetoncal™® concerns of the affccnvc art ‘
of eloquence, or that Alexander Skene’s manuscript abstract of Campbcll s o
rhetorical views of wit, humor, and ndicule should long have beest takeft 2s |
Skenc’s very own. For it was an almost universal conviction among the’ " 9
thetoricians of <the m;d—cn‘ghtccnth century—onge promptcd by the ancients,

and corroborated by Ramus, Bacon, and the dxsunctly psychological view*of

the belle lettres characteristic of Scottish literary thought-—that the distin- .
gulshmg concern of rhetoric was in fact style, embelhshmcm and c}cgancc of
cXprcssnon in shiort rhetorical * ‘eloquence” in 1ts largcst ang histprical accep-

tatin. " N : Y : Y . :

\ ! . .

~ .

a L ' ) v < i
. "*Ongixal Minutes of-the Philosophical Soaety of Ab{gdccn 1758-1771, " Aber-

dccn Umvcrsny Library MS. 539; Question 70. | N v
David Skene wag 2 foundmg member of the Society as well as an cst‘ccmc%
physician.™ : v - =S

According to the minutes of the society, nilembcrs in attendance on the night of

cgory%Dns;oursc on Wit Iugcd .Dr. Gregory, President, Dr. Gerard, Dr. Campbell,’
Mt “Earquhar, Dr. George Sk¢qe, Mr Gordon.” “Original Mm\l(cs of the Phllosophlcal
Societynof Aberdeen,” May 8, 176¢:

Rule

mecting consentyt shall be entered into a a\ok in order to be dlsdxsscd atsome fyturc
Meeung.” Rule 1A\ adds that “The subject of the discourses and gttcsuons, SHAll be o
philosophical. ... An hilosophical matzers are understood tp compréhend every prin-
ciple of science whuh miay be deduced by just and lawfu! induction from the phenom-

ena cither of the human mind or of the material worldggll observations and experiments, .
that may furmish materials f0¢ such induction,”the exkminauon=of falsc schempes of
philosophy and false methods of philosophizing. the, subserviency of philosophy to arts,

the principles they borrow from it, and, .the means of carrying them to their perfection ™
“Ongnal Minutes of the Phllosophlca[ Socucty of Abcrdcen. Rules.

2. The nature and content of the Skenc papers held ‘in the Aberdeen University
Library has been most fully rcported by Professor Bemhard Fabian of the Enghschcs
Seminar, Munster University (“'David Skene and the Aberdecn Philosophical Society,”

The Biblioteck, 5 [1968), 81-99), to whom I am in-constderable debt.,

Comparc the following of the nature ‘of wit froth Cainpbell wnh a parallcl’ passage
from the recently reported Skcnc essays. "To consider the matter more hcarly. isis the
design of wit to excite,in the mind an agreeable urprise, and that arising, not from any
thing marvellous in the subject, but solcly from the |magcry she, employs, or the strange
assemblage of related ideas prc§zntcd to the mind”’ (The Pbilosophy of Rbetoric, ed
Iloyd F. Bitzer [Carbondale Southern Illinois University Prcss 1,963] p &, “But to
__consider the Matter more nearly - Tis the design of Wit to exdite in thc Mind an agreeable
Surprise, & that arising not from any thing marvellous in the Subjects, but solely in” the T
tmagery she cmploys or the strange ‘assemblage of similate Ideas presented to the Mind™
("On kloguence, Part, Ist,” Aberdecn University Lnbrary MS. 475, p. 25).

Rule 16 of the socicty stipulates that “the Socnct{shall hgve three Books, onc to
Rccord the Discourses, whercin every Discourse shall be 1ecordcd unless for special

—
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Reasons the Author desire the Contrary and every Member shall record or (m
recorded his own Discourses Another Book shail be kept for the Questions and a third
for the Rules and Minutes of the Society and the Annual Accounts of the Society’s
Moncy ** **Original Minutes of the Philosophical Society of Aberdéen,” Rules. According
‘to present knovledge, only the, “thitd” book designated for rules and minutes 1s now
extant. . v .

- Present on the mght of Campbell’s discourse On Eloguence wer® “Dr. Skene,
President and all the Members except Mr. Trail.”” #*Original Minutes of the Philosophical
- Societyof Aberdeen,” March 8, 1758.

. 3. Campbell, Philosophy of Rbetorc, p. xlix. R AR
’; N Regarding Shaftesbury on “raillery™ as a “tc’st:' of gravity and a means of\t%\§
exprexon, sce Alfred O. Lovejoy, “Shaftesbury and the Test of Truth,” PMLA, 60
(March, 19459, 129-156 Amon&thc Scots, Kgmcs, for cxamplc,ohcla the truly grave to
be immune Trgm ridicule, thereby espousing an essentially Shaftesbynian position in the
controversy Campbell cautiously maintains that ridicule is "fitter for futing error than
for supporting truth,™ and is properly leveled at the “*absurd’’ (that which is contrary to
common sense) rather ¢han at the faise Campbell, Phiosopby of Rhetoxic, pp. 20-21, \
and “On Eloguence, Part 15!," p:32. ’ | '
5 Anthony Ashley Cooper, Lord Shaftesbury, “Sensus Communis. An Es'say on the
\‘“\Frccddm of Wit and Humour,” (1709), in Charactenstics of Men, Manners, Opimaps, ‘
’ Times (London- John Darby, 1711), Treatise II, Scc. V. ‘
AsJohn-Brown has suggested in his Essays on the Characterstics (London: C. Davis,
1752, 3rd ed i. 9), Shaftesbury extended to his own purpose the cleardy more restncted
passage hc caites from the Rhetoric of Aristotle in which Gorgias is noted as proposing
that “we must ruin our opponent’s carnestnéss with our jocularity, and his jocularity
with our ecamestness” (The Rbetoric of Anstotle, trans. Lane oper [New .York.
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1932}, 1419b), ‘ .
L 6, Thomas Reid, “Of the Improvement of Logic,” in Henfy Home, Kames,
T Skeiches of the History of Man XEdibusgh. W. Creech, 1778, 1st ¢d,, 1774), 144G,
b James ‘Beattie, Elements omdr'al Sctence (Philadelphia, Pa.: Mathew Carey, 1792-94,™ -
Ist Bnt. cd., 1790-93), II, 226, Robert Watson, “Introduction to Logic & Rhetoric
78),” St. Andrews UniversitysLibrary MS. Bc 6. W2, Pull, p. 1; Hugh Blair, Lectares
on Rbetoric and Belles Lettres (Landon: Charles Daly, 1838, 1st ed., 17835, p. 3.
- ~  7.George Jardine, Outlnes of Phiosophical Education, IIIustraﬁd by the Method of
2 Tzacbme\tfb;piogic Class m the University of GlasgoQ\SGlasgow: Glasgow University

o~

Press, 1825)p. 239. .

8. Beattic observes in a letter to Sir William Forbcs,'Scptembcr 10, 1776, that on
“certain topics of criticism” Campbell’s Rbetoric is the “most ingenious performance”
he has seen. William Forbes, An Account of the Life and Wnitings ‘of James Beattie,
LL.D. (London: E. Roper, 1824), 1, 404. . Coe v

9 James Beattie, “'Observations on Logic. by Several Professors,”, Edinhurgh Univer-
sity Library MS. Dk. 3. 2, p. 201. _ - : )

10. “Lectures of Alexander Gerard. Written by Robert Morgan at Marischal College, 'i ¢
Aberdeen, 1758-59,” Edinburgh University Library MS. Dc. 5. 61, p. 625.

¢ 11. Beattie, Elements of Moral Science, 11, 225, 226. Likewise, G;orgc Jardine took
rhetoric to be one of the four “igtellectual habits. of thinlﬁng, judgng, rcasqn.ing, and
communicating natural to man "Nnc. Outline of Phiosopbical Educatidn, p. V. Ay +
the concern of “rhetdric” Beattie considers “tropés and figﬁrss,:‘ the composition of
sentences, style, prose style (including historical, philosophical, and \rhqg‘ncal composi-
tion), and poetry. Beattic, Elements of Moral Stience, 11, 226, passint. .
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12.James Coutts, A History of the Umwersity of Glasgow (Glasgow. James
Maclehose, 1909), p. 1092 [ -t
13. {Andrew Dalzel] , “*Account oft . late Duke Gordon M.A., including Anecdotes
of the University of Ed}\nburgh " Scots Muagazine, 64 (January,*1802), 21-22. See also
Scots Magazne, 65.(l<cbmhry,\ 1803), 76. Hugh Blair, of course, was a student in
Stevenson's logic class yn 1733 to 1734, and was highly regarded by Steyenson for an
. essay “On the Beautiful” Swhich he composed as a class exercise and rea ubllc]y at
Stevenson’s request. John Hill, An Account of the Life and Wntmgs of Hugh Blmr
(Philadelphia, Pa. Humphreys, 1808), pp. 16-17. ¢
14. Campbell, Philosophy of Rhetonc, p. 214.
15. James Beattie, A Compendious System of Pneumatology Comprchendmg, Psy-
. chology, Moral Philosophy, & Lognc Taken at the Lectures of Mr. Js. Beattie P P, at the
Marischal Collcge & Umvcrsny of Abdn. By J. Rennie. Anno. 1767,” Glasgow Uniyersity
Library MS., p. 544. Beattie observes thaein the “eighth and ninth books of Quintilian”
‘may be found an account.of all the traditional figures ad tropes of rhetoric and hence
he #oes not intend to claborate of them. Beatue, Elements of Moral Science, 11, 243.
16, Beattie, Elements of Moral Science, 11, 320. Beattie refers here to his lectures on
logic but holds the same view regarding the historical art of rhetoric. .,
17. Adam Smith. Essays on Pbxlosopbxcal Subjects, eds. Joseph Black and James
: Hutton (London. T. Cadell, )r., and W. Davies, 1795), p. XV
18. William Robert Scott, Adam Smuth as Student aiid Professor (Glasgow: Ja‘
Son, 1937), pp. 51-52.
. 19. Adam Smith, Lectures on Rbetorsic and Belles. Lettres, ¢d. John M. Lothian °
(London Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1963), p. 167. So, too, Smith conﬂcrs the
historical systems of figurative rhetoric a ““very silly set of books and not at-all,

Y

. _instructive.” Ibd., p. 23. T * - -
. 20.1bd.,p. 142, S~ .
n ~Scots Magaz ime. LXV, 76. * \m
22. Alexander Gerard, Plag of Education in the Manischal College. and Unwersity of
“ . /i_erdeen with the Reasons of It (Aberdeen James (,halmcrs, 1755) PP. 3-9. Se¢ also
@ L. “The order of teaching in the Marischal Cohcgc, &c " Scots Magazne .14 (December,
1752), 606. * .

23. Francis Bacon, De aungmtxs scsentiarum, n The Works of Francis Bacon, eds.
James Spedding, Robert Leslie Ellis, and [50uglas Denor ttezth (Boston. Brown and
Taggard.. 1860~64), X, 60, 108. My italicS. 7

24. " Lectures of Aléxander Gerard . . By Robert Morgan,” MS. Dc."5. 62, p. 1.

. Likewise Beattie divides rhetoric into phllosophnca] historical, rhetarical, and poctical

» womposition and founds such composition on corrcspondlng mental faculties. “Lectures

of Prof. Alcxandcr Geratd ~lstcl Marischal College, Aberdecn, 1753360,” E;dmburgh
. University Library MS. De. S 117 pp.- 377-383, 387 The, lcc(ures ard in" fact those of ¢

* James Beattie. J »
- S - v, 25 "Lectures of '‘Alexander Gcrard .. By Robert Mf)rgap," MS. Dc. 5.61,p. 63_1,. T
Y : * 26 1bd, 'pp. 631-670. .
. . 27. Alexander Eraset Tytler, Memours of the Life and Wntmgs of the Honourable
Hemy-Homc.o[Ka?kes(deburgh T. Cadwell and W. Davies, 1807), 11, 136.
. ) 28. "ectures of Alexander Gerard . . By Robert Morgan,” MS. Dc. 5. 61, p. 572. o

29, Peger Shaw, The Philosophical Works of Francis Bacon (London J. J. and,!j
e, e Khapton 1737), 1, 150 Although Shaw’s “scnse translation’ ,may take llbcny with

. . ~ Bacon’ %phalosophncal Meaning, it does provide, contcmpdrary mSlght into the way’in
- . + which Bacon’s "Hlustratign bf Dnscoursc was undcrs(ood in the eighteenth century. ¥ s
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. 30. George Chalmers, The fyfe of Thomas Riddiman (L.ondon. Johh, Stotkdale, ,
-, - > 1794, pp 8890, Unwersity Bf Edinburgh Charters, Statutes, and Acss of theTown *

Council anththe Senatus 1583-1858 (Edinhurgh Oliver and Boyd, 1937), pp. }11-112,

FE SThe first Erfglhish translation of, Ramys’ Dulecticae Librt Duo, for example, was

pyh!xshcd n 1574 by Roland Mcllmaine of St. Andrews University. Another Scottish

“academician, Andrew Melville, principal of the Unwersity of Glasgow, knew Ramus

personafly and inaugurated a, Ramian reform of academic studies at Glasgow 1n the

sixteenth _century, Melville used as textbooks in logic ard rhetoric Ramus’ Dialectic and

Talon’s Rbe_roru:. Among Beattie's contemporaries, Thomas Reid and Wilham Barron

both z'ckno:wl'cdgcd Ramus as a reformer of Anstotelian and scholastic philosophy. See

s . Williap -Bamron, Lecrures on Belles Lettres and Logic (London. Longman, Hurst, Recs,

"' and Orme, 1806), 11, S17. and The Works of Thomas Reid, ¢d. Sir Willam Hamlton

(Edinburgh Madlachlan'and Stewartr 1872), I, 689. .

31, Reid, Works, 1, 735. Speaking of George Jardines approach to rhetoric after the
manner of Stevenson and Smith, Duga)d Stewart, **An Account ofthe Life and Writings

- of the "Author,” in Smuth, Essays on Philosophical Sulects, p. XVI. Quoting Smith’s
former student Millar. In turn, such a rhetorical method of explipation and 1llustration -
“arises from an examiration of the several ways of communicating our thoughts by
speech, and from an ‘attention to those. literary composiions which contnbute to -
" *persuasion or entertainment.” [bid, ‘

32. Beatue, Elements of Moral Science, 11, 253. . . N

D 33. Smuth, Lectures on Rbetoric, pp. 26, 25, . .

T34, Campbell, Pb«la.sopi,:_y of Rhetoric, pp. x_liii, . -, ’ "
35. Robert Burrowes, *Polite Literature,” Jransactions of the Royal Insh Acagemy, .
*5(1794). . ) .
I 36. Blair, Lectures on Rbetoric and Belles Lettres, p. 7. .

. 37. Blair acknowledges that “on this head, of the General Characters of Style,
particularly the plain’and the simple, and the characters of those Enghsh authors who are
classed under them, in this and the f'ollowing lecture, several ideas have been taken from -
2 manuscript Treatise on Rhetoric, part of which was shown to me, many years ago, by
the learned and ingenious author, Dr. Adam Smith ., and winch, itis hoped, will be given
by him to the publc." lbid., p. 238. . .

38. Joseph Priestley, Lecr;':res on 'Oratory ands Criticism, trans. Sloper Foreman
(London: ¥.Newbery, 1777), pp. 130-131, 1. . -

39. Robert Watson, “Intrdduction to logic & Rhetornic,” St. Andrews Unversity
Library Ms. Be 6. W2, Pu. 11, p. 1. ) .

40. Hirosl" Mizuta, Adam Smuth’s Library A Supplement to Bonar’s Catalogue with

a Check-List of the Whole Lybrary (Cambridge. Cambridge-University Press, 1967),, -
41. Smith, Lectures on Rbetoric, p. 142. My italics.
e ' 42 Cicero, De Inventione, trans. H. M, Hubbelf (l,ondlfn. William Heinemann, 1960),
- 1, vih, 10; Cicero,-Omtor, trans. H, M. Hubbell (London: Willlam Heinemann, 1962), xwv. . . ’ .
£ 43-45, xvi. 51, xxgix. 136. ! ]

- * 43.Cicerop De Oratore, tfans. E. W. Suf‘t‘on and H. Rackham (L(;{ldonf William

_ Hrinclnann, 1959), xit. 54. U . v
P #4 "Girolam) Fracastoro Naugerius Swe De Poctica Dralogus,” trans, Rush Kelso m
" Uniyersity of liots Studiewn kanguage and Literature, ]X (Aygust, 1924), 60-63. Ut
. ¥ " 45.’Quintilian, Iuststutio Oratona, trans. H. E. Butler (London: Wilham Heinemann, . <
. 1966), viii. 13-17. ' . X . ) -
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Development of the Concept of Analogy
~ in Rhetorical Theofy ’

JAMES'S. MEASELL

7
S ~

v 4 9
The term “analogy” is used frcqu'cntly in both scholarly works and daily
discourse. The manifold meanings found in common usage contribute to
confusion when they are used in scholarly works. Often, the problem is
compounded because scholars employ the term without 2 clear definition and
focus. Modern rhetoricians, for example, label as “analogy” figurgs of speech
likened to simile and metaphor. They also identify analogy as a form of
argument, usually inherently weak, which is founded upon resemblance or
comparison.! " In other disciplines, different significations of the term are
~found: The linguist sces analogy as a principle of consistency which dictates
grammatical foxgf.? The chemist and the biologist, rgspectively, use the term
“analogous™ to refer to compounds which exhibit structural identity and to
refer to organs which exhibit functional similarity.®> The modern social
scientist regards “analogy™ as a tentative relationship, which, when viewed in
the context of a model, may be mampulatcd to generate hypothcscs which

are subjected to tcstmg before reinsertion into the model.?

The purpose of this essay is to pinpoint the ongms of, and subsequent
developments 1n, the major meanings of the term “analogy,” with particular
attention to those contributions which are of interest to the rhetorician. Such
an inquiry should make clear both the various meanings of the term and the
assumptions underlying them. The modern rheforician may then better un-
derstand the place of analogy.in rhetorical theory. Fusther, the modern
thetorician may formulate hypotheses about the process of proof itself.

Etymologically, the word “analogy” is derived from the Greck avadoya.
This term denoted geometric proportion in mathemdtics, which was ex-
pressed by the formula a.b..c.d. This meaning, which first appeared in the
now-lost treatises of Thales and Pythagoras, is known to us from the extant
mathematical works of Euclid, Nicomachus, Iamblichus, and Proclus.’ The
four-part form for an ava\oywa in mathematics, denoting a strict equivalence

¢~
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of ratios, was appropriated by writers such as Plato and’ Aristotle, who
ugilized the same four-part form to posit resemblances of ratios.
Plato used avahoyw both td* explain his cosmological theories and as an

. epistemological t0ol.In the Timaeus, Plato suggested that the Empedoclean
“elements—earth, air, fire, and water—were brought into harmony by God. -

This God * ‘bestowed upon them as far as possible-a_like ratio onet toward
another—air being to,'water as fire to—air—{air:water. fire:it], and water
heing to earth as ‘air, to water [w‘.\vau:r:carth.:air.wat}:r].”6 Plato’s assump-~
tiop that propottional structures are basic to reality influenced later
writers who comprise that school of thought today knpwn as Neoplatonism—
Philo, Plotinus, and Proclus.” Plato also used av@AoYW. as an epistemological
tool. In Book VI of the RepuBlic, h€ argued that “‘the sun,” a phenomenon in
the vxsxblc world, was analogous to “the good,” an enuity of thé intelligible
world [sun.visible wotld .gopd intelligible world]. ® The relations between
the visible and the intelligible worlds were detajled further in the famous
“Simile of the Divided LineX™ This is, in fact, a gfaphic representation of the
a.naloglcal relations between the visible and the intelligible spheres. Bchmd
these relations is an cpxstcmologlcal premise, namely, that one may come to
know the intelligile world by cognizance of the visible world This prcmlsc 15
of historical import, fgr Scholastic notions of the analogous knowledge of *
God were rooted in this Platonic conviction.’ -

Aristotle preserved the four-part form of avaloyig and used the term in
virtually all of his works. In his biological workil Aristotle posjted numerous «
“‘analogies of function” in Wthh various organs in animals were comparcd to
cotresponding organs,in man.'® Of interest to the rhetorician is Aristotle’s use
of avaloyw in the Poetics and in the Rbetorc. The notion of “proportional
metaphor” developed there is the foundation_of the so-called f"guranvec»
amlog) After defining mctaphor as “giving a thmg a name which belongs to
something else,” Aristotle indicated the four specits of metaphor, following
brief descriptions of the first three, the proportional metaphor was explained
as follows-

That from analogy [avadoyw] is possxblc whcncvcr there are four
terms 5o related that thc sccond (B) is to the first (A), as thc fourth (D)
is to the third (C) for one may metaphorically put D in licu of B and B
in licu of D. ... Thus a cup (B) is in.relation to Dionysius (A) whata |
shield (D) is to Ares (C). The cup accordingly will be mctapboncally
described as the “Shield of Dionysius” (D+A), and the shield as the
“Cup of Ares.”!!

Although the primary function of a propottional metaplior is stylisuc, it may
also have value as proof. Aristotle noted that the mind of the hearer grasps
the Telation suggested in the metaphor and “‘scems to say, ‘Yes, to be sure, |
nevér thought of that.’ 12

—




*ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1 .
36 Rhetoric and Communication

While the foundation of our notion of figurative analogy is in the Greek
notion of avaloyw, the basis of the literal analogy is in the Greek condept of
Tapabetyua. ‘“Paradigms” were discussed®bricfly by Plato, who explained
example as the comparing togethér in the mind of two things, one which 1s

clear and onc which is not. The comparison resulted in the less clear thing.

being fhade casier to apprehend because of'its relation to the principles

" associated with the clearer thing."® Aristotle’s analysis of “paradigms” dealt

with both the psychological process and the logical construct. The psycho-
logical process involves sense perception, memory, and expetience! “So out

of sense perception comes to be what we call memory [retention in the soul] ;)

and out of frequently repeated memories of the same thing develops experi-
ence....”' Experiente enables one to produce in the mind principles of
universal app\l'ication. Such principles arise “when from many notions gained
by experience one universal judgment about a class of objects is pro-
duced.”*'® %, N .

The logical construct of the rhetorical induction or “example” was de-
uailed by Aristotle in the Prior Analytics: '

We have an *‘example” when the major term is proveg to bejong to the
middle by means of a term which resembles the third. It ought to be
known both that the middle belongs to the third term, and that the
first belongs to that which resembles the third. For example, letA be

evil, B making war against neighbours, C Athenians against Thebans, D

Thebans against Phocians. If then we wish to prove that to fight with

the Thebans is an evil, wé must assume that to fight against neighbours

isan evil. Evidence of this is obtained from similar cases, e.g., that the
war against the Phocians was an evil to the Thebans. Since then to fight |
against neighbours is an evil, and td fight against the Thebans 1s to fight
agair;gt neighbours, it is clear that to fight against the Thebans is an

evil, .

Of the three types of examples in rhetoric outlined by Anstotle—the mention
of actual past facts, the illustrative parallel, and the fable—the first, actual
past facts or precedent cases, most closely corresponds to the modern notion
of titeral analogy.!’

The Romans, Sencca the Younger and Quintilial}. used prior experience to
predict the unknown and called the process anglogia. Quintilian’s view 1s
reminiscent of Plato’s treatment of mapadetyua. “But, in all these cases, we
have need of a critical judgment, especially as regards analogy. ... The
essence of analogy is the testing of all subjects of doubt by the application of

some standards of comparison about which there 1s no questiop, the proof”

that is to say of the uncertain by reference to the cerain.”'8

In short, ancient contnbutions to the development of the concept of
analogy n rhetoric are threefold. First, the mathematical nouon of avadoyta,
cquivalence between ratios, was broadened to include resemblan ces of ratios,

/
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which Aristotle deemed useful in both style and proof. Second, the concept
of directjresemblance was given &' clearly articulated logical construct which
served as the basis for subsequefit theories of induction in both logic and
rhetoric. Third, Roman works assimilated thc Greek ﬂapaﬁet‘yua under the
label analogia. Thus, later writers were able to refer to both rcsenlblanccs of

ratios and direct resemblance as “analogy."s h//>\\

During the Middle Ages,”Neoplatonist phnlosophers continued to use t
four-part form of the Greek avadoya o explain ther co$mological
theories.!” Likewise, the concept continued to be an epistemological tool,
especially for the Christian Neoplatonists, St Augustmc and Pseudo-
Dionysius. They argued that God could be known via Creation. For example,

““goodness” found in the world of man could be used to infer, by analogy, |

some knowledge about the ultimate goodness of God. 2% The Scholastic
theologians, St. Anselm, St. Bonaventura, St. Thomas Aquinas, and Cardinal
Cajetan, dcvclopcd the theory of the analogous knowledge of God to its
fullest extent.?

Grammarians and theorists of poctic and rhetoric in the Middle Ages
seldom wrote of analegy. The grammarians mentioned the ancient dispute
between the Analogists and the Anomalists, in which*Quintilian had taken
part. 2 Nowhere ln"ghc carly rhetorics 'of' style does one find a form of

. analogm used to refer to a flgurc or word or sentence.” Since the ancient
works which ififluenced meditval writers on rlretoric and poetic contained
few references to analogia, perhaps this is not surprising,?

During the English Renaissance, analogy was discussed by writers in
philosophy, logic, and rhetoric. In rhetorical works, the térm analogia was
used only by two writers, both of the stylistic school, Sherry and Putten-
ham.?® In therr works, *‘analogy” was not a kind of figure or rope, but wag a
quality of style best termed “appropriateness.” Sherry, for instance, cquatcd
analogia with proportio and argued that style should be “in due propomon

" to the office of the speaker or writer.?” Other writers discussed figures and
tropes such as.tomparano similitudo, and parabole.™ These discussions
'tcndcd toward illustration rather than definition, and the frequent “borrow-
ing” among authors contributed to thc confounding of terms. Angel Day, for
instance, used the same illustrative cxamplc in his discussion of comparatio
that Richard Sherry had used four decades earlier in his treatment of
similitudo.*® The Neo-Ciceronan writer Thomas Wilson treated simlitudo
under the canon of style in his Arte of Rbetorigue, Buthe cut his discussion
short, *because T have spoke of similitudes heretofore in the boke of Lo-
gique. .. .3 Perhaps Wilson recognized the dual role of resemblances in
style and in proof. When Aristotle’s Rhetoric became mﬂucnsxal. theorists
such as John Hoskins discussed under the heading “similitude” that which
Aristotle had termed “‘proportional metaphor.”?! Neither the formulary nor
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the Ramistic rhetorics contained systematic treatments of analogia, com-

paratio, ssmilitudo, or parabole. The Ramists included none of the terms in
their lists of tropes and figures. Renaissance thetoricians, in short, we
working toward delineations of kinds of arguments and devices of style that
were to be more cogently stated in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century works.
In the logical and philosophical treauises of the Renaissance, notions of
comparatio and similitudo’ were. first <alled "analogjl." Ramus's term com-
parata, “which denoted qualitative compansons,” became synonymous with
the term simulitudo 1n the works of his successors.®> Both terms eventually
became allied with analogia in the works of later Ramists such as Thomas
Granger and Franco Burgersdijck, who abandoned Ramus’s rigid separation of
disciplines and strict definitions of terms.®* The Aristotelian notions of
induction and example received consxdcrablc attention frOm the more !‘tradi-.
vonal” . logicians, Thomas Wilson,> 5 Thoma Blunderville,®® Edward Brere-

~wood,”” and Robert Sanderson.’® Although none of these writers used the

term “analogy” to refer to example, their discussions preserved the precepts
of induction and example as Aristotle had viewed them. .

Induction was also -ef—interest_to the philosophers René Descartes and
Francis Bacon. The former’s Discourse on Metbod, which was the foundation
of the Port-Royal Logic, both preserved the classical view of induction and
postulated a “new logic’ of saentific induction.?® The writings of Francis
Bacon, however, served to establish a philosqphical basis for this scientific
empiriasm. In short, Bacon rejected the Aristotelian notion of induction
wherein observations led directly to generalizations. He postulated a system
in which the observations of the sensés were tested and re-tested before a
generalization was posited.*® At the beginning of this process of scientific
induction were the various ”Prcrogauvctlnstanccs ** one of which was “In-
stances Conformable, or of Analogy.” Bacon defined “analogy” brOadly and
he used it to refer to resemblances in general. He argued that one.should seek
to detect the analogies and resemblances among things, for the apprehénsion
of thge was the start of scienufic discovery. **Men's labour therefore should
be thtned to the investigation_and obscrvation of the resemblances and

" analogies of things, as well irwholes as in parts. For these 1t is that detect the

. B . .
unity of nature and lay a foundatioR for the constitution of science.”*!

At the close of the Renaissance, then, one finds the term “‘analogy” to
have 2 mulutude of significations, ranging from the narrow characterizagions
of the stylistic rhetoricians to the broader views of logicians and philosophers
of science.*? In the works of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century writers on
thetoric and logic the use of “analogy” to refer to resemblances in general
became firmly established. ’

These rhetorical and logxcal theonists were strongly influenced by philo-
sophical and theological works. Lockes Essay Concemmg Human Under-

N
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"« standing viewed “analogy” as an e istemological tool afid established the ——

value of analogy in obtaining probable knowledge whctn direct evidence was
unaptainable Bishop Butler’s Analogy of Religion, which received wide
ldiss}ﬁn ation, was the touchstone of the so-called “Argument from Design,”
wherein the observable presence of an orderly world was held to imply the
existence of an “orderer,” God.* In his Enqui;y Concerning Human Under-
standing, Hume saw analogy as hikeness in general, and he argued that “all our

reasomings concerning matters of fact are founded on 2 species of Analogy,
which leads us to expect from any cause the same events [effects], Wim}//
have observed to result from similar causes.”*S The Dualogues Tning )

Natural Religion contdined his attack on the logical validity or:r;c;:)gy. His

) doubts'sprang from the notion ghat “‘exactly similar” causes were impos-
sible.* - Despite the efforts ofReid and Stewart,”” this distrust of the value,
9f analogy took firm hold ifi the works of later Jogicians and rhetoricians.s .

Although the stylistic and classical rhetorics of the cighteenth and nine-.

teenth centuries did not discuss analogy, the belletristic and the ps}‘ého-
logi cal-epistemologi cal rhetorics dealt ‘with analogy at length.*® The belletris-
uc rhetorics of Lord Kames and Hugh Blair mentioned analogy, and both
viewed it asan intrinsic mental activity of man, based upon the association of,
ideas. Kames argued that ahalogy c6uld be a sound form of ;\cawﬁiﬁg, and he
may also have had analogy in mind when he wrote of a figure “which, among” -
rlated objects, extends the properties_of one to another.”® Blair explicidy
viewed analogy. or resemblance as basic to both figures of thought and figures
of words.® Both George Campbell and Joseph Priestley argued against the
worth of analogy in \9viﬁ%\ing proof, though they admitted the value of
analogy as probable ¢vidence and in refutation.” Their regard for analogy as
a device of refutation probably grew from their admiration for Butler’s

.Analogy of Religion®® The lone rhetorical theorist of the times who gave ‘
wholehearted suppoxt to analogy as a kind of argument was Archbishop
Whately, who defined analo'gy as resemblance of. ratios, the Aristotelian
signification. Indeed, Whately differentiated sharply between direct resem-
blance and resemblance of relation and urged that the label “analogy” be
applicd only to the latter.® Unlike Campbell and’ Priestley, Whately was
willing to regard analogy as a kind of argumsm.” Except for Whately’s
narrow definition, “‘analogy” in eighteenth- afd nineteenth-century rhetorical
theory meant resemblance in general, and most theorists considered analogy
to be a form of inductive proof. . B

-

?

Logicians of this era gerferally regarded analogy as a useful kind of indirect ¢

evidence on questions of probability. The logical theories of Reid, Bentham,

Condillac, Beattic, and Stewart all held this general view.’S  Aristotelian

logical works u;ually discussed analogy or inductign as a syllogistic process
» much like Aristotle’s notion of example.%¢
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Mill’s monumental System of Logic®” systematizes these logical theories. . »/

Although hé_ seemed to favor the philosophical, inducuve logical theories, Mi
ranged freely over carlier logical theories in arriving at his-defimtions and

precepts. His treatment of analogy ts ndteworthy because he brought the .

diverse direcuons of carlier thought together. Aftet taking note of the
confusion which had surrounded the term “analogy,” Mill argued thapanal-
ogy ought to be considered as a kind of indyctive argument. He positéd a
general definition which included both direct resémblance and resemblance of
relations. “Analogfcaf/l:casorﬁhg‘rz.ﬁa be reduced to the following for-
mila. Two thifigs resemble each other in one or more respects, a certain
proposttion 1s true of the one; therefore it is true of the oth':r."’f;s Like
Bacon, Mill,prized analogy as a helpful instrument in scientific investigation,
but,_unlike most cighteenth- and nineteenth-century writers on logic and
" rhetoric, Mill did not qucstiz)’n“thc value of analogy as evidence. Indeed, he
noted that analogy, like any kind of argument or evidence, depends upon the
matenal circumstances of the case or cases in question. “The circumstance. in
_ which the two cases resemble may be capabl}«voi< béing shown to be the
material circumstance. . . .”%’ ch;inlyi Ml's System of Logic must be
regarded as a watershed in the development of the é()nccpt of analogy both
for its systematization of earlier positions and s general definition of
analogy. .

In recent years, the confusion Mill had hoped to correct has ayred
instead. Twentieth-gentury writers on rhetoric discuss the so-calléd litgxal and
figurauve modes of analogy. The former 1s charagterized as a weak form of

. inductive pmo‘ﬁ used chiefly for' clanficéion' an'q pllustr:‘ion and the latter 1s
regarded as a sty,list‘ic device. i’[o[n‘ ume to time, theorists have argued that

® both ‘litesal and figuraugc analogies ough't‘t() be admitted to the citadel of
logical pr‘oof,(’d but, judging from recent speech textbooks, the pleas have
been largely ignored.®! . :

Of more significance to the rhetorician may be the role that analogy,
broadly v(/cwcd, hold$s in thevries of concept formation and change, for it)is

- Within these eonstructs that the question of rhetorical proof may be ap-

,
7

proached with some exactitude. Wallace had this in mind when he suggested

~ ,in his pioneer essay that “two properties of analogy, the familiarity of the

model and the possibility of its extension, hold out much for rhetorical
proof.”®? " In The New Rbetonc of Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, the
authors suggest that analogies may effect transfers of value between their
constituent elements, the theme and the phoros. In a four-part analogy
A.B:.C.D, A.B 1s the theme, or lesser known element, and C.D is the phoros
or better known elcmcm.“. The snteraction hetween theme and phoros
enables the unobscrvable or the unknown to become familiar via the observ-
able and t'hc known. The effect is more than mere “unacrstanding," however,

-
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. for transfers of value entail judgment on t ¢ part of the auditor and thus the
establishment of belief. The transfer of vaﬁc is madc argue thd authors of
The New Rbetonic, because the famnharrty of the phoros of the analogy .

llows the rccxpxcnt to view the theme in the contht of the familiar setting
he phoros.* ~ :

Recent investigations by cxpcrlmcntal Ppsychologists in the areds of con-
cept formation and concept utilization have yielded conclusions which sup-
port theoretical constructs similar to those noted above.®s Conceptual be-
havior is related to pcrccpuon learning.ability, and .pro,blcm-solvmg ability, .
but the single most important factor in the acquisition of concépts sccms to
be verbal ability.%

What, then, is the place of analogy in modern rhetorical thcory> Certainly, i
scholars must endeavor to use precise terminology when dealibg with analogy. ° =
In light of Mill’s definition of analogy, the lxtcnalffng‘auvc dichotomy is no
longer viable. The labels siggested by Ehninger and Brockriede—parallel case,
collection of parallel cases, and analogy—are valuable since they refer to
dxffcrcnt species of the concept.®” Further, speculative debate on the proba:

*tive force of anglogy ought to take second place to quantitative consxdcra-

tions of the role of agalogy in concept formation and change. The existing

liverature on verbal concept formation seems to su@gcst that the selection of .
an analogy for rhetorical discourse quite probably belies both the cpisttmo- -
logical assumptions and the cognitive structure of the rhetor. Thus, Scott’s |

., observation that rhatoric is <:pxstcm1c68 becomes more meaningful to the

© > . critic of discourse who investigates the cfflcacy of analogical inferences. ' ,

Although few studies have focused upon analogy and attitude change,® N

_ there se¥ms to be evidence that various kinds of analégies do evince proof and
‘act as corroborative support for other forms of proof. Mg¢Croskey and Combs
“found that messages which contained ‘an analogy produccd greater attitude
change than tho$e which did not, In discussing this result, they suggested that .
analogies producc sets of associations and that analpgies “decrease ‘selec; ’
tivity’ as an alternative to attitude change.”™ Thus, the proba'f:ivc force of
analogxcal argument is predicdted upon the conccptuahbchavnor of. the re-

r. Both suggestions merit further i mqulry, ¥specially regarding the “sets
A’K:ssocmnons and their subsequent rolc in attitude change. If, indeed,
thetoric deals with the “opinions of men,” a deeper¥consideration of analogy
on both practical and rheoreticat levels should provndc the modern rhetorician

with afreater understanding of the ways opinions are shaped and changcd N
!

-
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Language, Symbolism, and Criticism:
Paul Tillich’s “Existentialist” Analysis
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“The fact that there.is so much discussion about the meaning of symbols
going on in this country as well as in Europe,” observes Paul’Tillich, *is a
symptom of something deeper. .. . It is 2 symptom of the fact that we are in
a confusion of language in theology and philosophy and related subjects
which has hardly been surpassed at any time in"history.”! Although Tillieh-
never deals systematically with the theory of language and symbolism, he
deals indirectly with it throughout his writings in relation to other major
topics. It is the thesis of this study that a theory of language, symbohsm and
criticism can be constructed frdm Tillich’s writings, which have important
jmplications for conteniporary rhetorical theory and criticism.

A philosopher-theologian whom Jehn Herman Randall, Jr., considers to be
“by far the most persuasive ‘exponent of the phxlosophy of existentialism,”?
and whom Charles Hartshorne views as “one of the most creative contributors
to tetaphysical theory who have written during th past half' century,”> Paul
Tillich deserves to be related to rhetorical theory and criticism. In recent
years, scholars have become increasingly interested in the potential contribu-
tions of the existentialist philosophers to the study of thetoric. 4

My purpose is to clarify Tillich’sideas regarding language, symbolism, and
Criticism, to organize them into a meaningful theoretical framework, and to
suggest their relevance for rhetoric. I propose to begin with an examinatien of
Tillich’s theory of language and the philosophical assumptions upon which it
is based, then to examine his theory of symbolism, and finally to determine
his critical principles for evaluating symbols.

~
I

For Tillich, language is the defining feature of human existence: “Man isman
through the power of the wotsi."s His analysis of language parallels his
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tripartite dialectical analysis of the nature of man, in terms of gsscntiai being,
existential being, and tele ological being. Thus, it will be"helpful to begin the
analysis of his theory of language with an cxdmination of the philosophical
dssumptions upon which it is based. = -
Essential being, -the first stage in the analysis of man, is for Tillich an
“image.” It is not an actual stage Gf human development; it is present in all
stages of man’s development, but'in existential distortion. Essential being

" “has potentiality, not actuality. It has no place, it is ou topos (utopia). It has-

o time, it précedes temporality.”® But essentialism is the necessary starting
point in the andlysis of man, for structural analysis is possible only in the
realm of essences. He explains this element of philosophical idealism in his
thought- “I am epistemologically an idealist, if idealism means the assertion
of the identity of thought and being 2s the principle of truth.””? In other
words, a correlation exists between the rational structure of the mind (Geist)
and the rational structure of realty and, through language, the mind has the
potential to grasp the rational structure of reality. But the correlation remains
an image against which man’s existential being stands in perpetual tension.
Existential being, <he second element 1n the analysis, is the original fact of
human existence. For the actualization of potentiality produces existennial
estrangement, and estrangement is the basic characteristic of the human

condition, that is, estrangement from ong’s self, from other persons, from*

onc’s,csscrfcc, and from %ruth. Tillick views existentialism (including depth
psychology) as the analysis of the human predicament. Existentialism formu-
lates the universally asked question of existence, and gives an analysis of what
it means to exist. But it cannot provide answers, thnsvcr existentalists
becon constructive and give answers pointing. to the possibility of tran-
scendence, they' are no longer functioning as éxistentialists, but rather as
theologians. Hence, there is no “theistic” or “atheisuc” existentialism or
depth psychology: . - )

< [Existentialismi] develops thé question implied in existenée, but it does
not try to give the answer, cither in atheistic or in theistic terms.
Whenever existentialists give answers, they do so in terms of religious or
quasi-religious traditions which are not derived from their existentialist
analysis. Pascal derives his answers from the 4Augustinian tradition,
Kierkegaard from the Lutheran, Marcel from the Thomist, Dostoevski
from’the Greek Orthodox. Or the answers are derived from humanistic
traditions, as with Marx, Sartre, Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Jaspers.
None of these men was able to develop answers out of shis questions.
‘The answers of the humanists come from hidden religious sources. They
are matters of. ultimate concern or faith, although garbed in a secular
gown. Hence the distinction between atheistic and theistic existen-
tialism fails. Exi§tentialism is an apalysis of the human predicament.
And the answers to the questions impliéd in man’s predicament are
religious, whether open or hidden.® Y

.
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Because alt existenuatists do 1 fact provide answers they are theologians. For
example, there 15 a religious dimension in Freud, for despite his existential
view of man as infimite libido which can never be sausfied and which
therefore produces the death instinct, he was convinced of the possibility of
healing and of the fragmentary transcendence of existenmal distoruon. In
short, “if you speak of man’s existentisl predicament as opposite to his
essential nature, you must in some way presuppose an idea of his essenual
nature.””®

The possibility of healing is the third aspect of Tillieh’s analysis. Healing

means self-transcendence from existential distortion, or ‘“‘salvauon™ in the

sense of “ *healed’ or ‘whole,’ as opposed to dxsrul:nivcncss."lo The consider-
ation of “man’s essential and existential nawre paints to his teleological
nature."!' Healing or transcendence always remains partial and fragmentary,
for human existence.remains a contradiction of essence, knowledge is always
fragmentary, and truth 1s ambiguous.

Tillich’s analysis of language parallels his triparute analysis of man. Ap-
proaching language from the essentialist perspective, he defines “meaning’” as
a ““correspondence between reality and the human spirit,”'? and “‘language”
as *‘the bearer of meaning."'* The fundamental feature of human language is
‘that it provides man with the potenual “‘power of umversals,” or power of
idcauion. *‘Language, as the power of universals, 1s the basic expression

" of man's transcending his cnvironment, of having a world The ego-
self 1s that self which can speak and which by speaking trespasses the
boundaries of any gwven situauon.** The umversal structares, forms, and
laws inherent 1n language give man a “world,” in the sense of “a structured
whole of innumerable ;\)al:ts" or “a unity 1n infinite manifoldness,’” as in the
Greek Kosmos and the Laun unrwersum '* And it 15 that structured whole
rather tharr his natural environtitent to which he responds and upon which he
acts. For this reason, language senves as the foundation for human freedom.
giving man the power to question, to deliberate and decide, to build theo-
reucal and arustic structures, and to form interpersonal relationships and
social organizations. Considered environmentally and in actuality, man par-
ticipates in a very limited portion of reality, for his language system 1sa filter
through which only certain features of reality penctrate. But_considered
potenually, “gﬁc universals make man universal, language proves that he is
microcosmos,” and “this 1s the ontological basis for the assertion, that knowl- _
cdge 1s unton and that it 1s rooted 1n the eros which reunites elements which
essentially ‘belong to each other."!®

For corfirmation of his view that man cannot be properly understood
without both ‘thc‘csﬁcpn.ﬂnst and the existenualist interpretatidns of human

. nature, Tillich ‘turns to the very nature of language. “In using universals,

language 1s by 1ts very nature essentialist, and cannot escape it. ... Therefore,
. - 4
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- Jhere is an essentialist framework injhis mind. Existentialism is possibic only
as an element in a vision of the structure of being in its created goodness; and
then as a description of man’s existente within that framework. The conflicts
between his essential goodness and his existential estrangement cannot be
seen at all without keeping csscntlallsm and existentiahism together.”!? He .
argues further that the attempt of many modern existentialists and posmv:sts,
to avoid any essentialist elementis a logxgall) impossible position, for “if thcy -
were to succeed in avoiding it completely, they must remain mute, they could, |
no longer 3peak. Since every “word expresses a universal, the radical existen- -

. tialist is an illusion.”1?

- From the existentialist perspective, language is viewed as the basis for the
universal estrangement of man. While language is the foundation of human
frccdom 1t is also the basis for hus loss of freedom, for his freedom inevitably.
means the posver to surrender his freedom and contradict his essential nature.
Furthermore, language accounts for the subject-object split which man ex-
periences in relation to his world, for “in transforming reality into meamng 1y
separates mind and reality.”'® Four types of linguistic ambiguity result from”
the subject-object cleavage (1) the ambiguity of poverty and abundance, that
1, “the poverty in the mudst of richness that falsifies that which is grasped
through neglect of nnumerable other possxbnlmcs *# (2) the hmitation on .
universality inherenin every particular language system, (3) the unavoidable
ndefiniteness of language ‘“‘because of the infinite distance between the
language-forming subject (collective or individual) and the nexhaustible ob-
ject (every object) it mcs to grasp,” tausing language.to betray the mind;?!
and (4) the anucommunicative possibilities of language—such as empty talk
and the flght into silence, propaganda, contradiction, intoxication, and
polemics— that arise _from conscious-and unconscious, personal and social ,

“sources. “Since language canhot penetrate to the very center of the other self,
1t is always 2 mixture of revealing and concealing.”?® And while these four
dlstornons are based upon the subject-object spht the split is ambiguous, for

“no language 1s possible without the subject-object cleavage” although “lan-_ .
guage is continuously brought to sek-defeat by this very cleavage.”® .

But language has a third possnbxlxty, a possibility of healing. When ordinary
language is transformed into symbolic language, it is “fragmentanily liberated,
from the bondage. to the subject-object scheme,” thereby “expressing the
union of him who speaks with that of,which Jhe spcaks in an act of linguistic’
self-transcendence.”® When the word bccomcs a symbol (of Word) it frag-
mentarily overcomes linguistic distortion. Symbolic languagc is *‘beyond
poverty and abundange. A few words become great words!™® It “transcends
the particular encounter which it expresses in the direction of that which is

universal, the Logos, the citerion of every pamcular logos.”?® The ambi- .
guity of indefiniteness is overcome. *[It] does not try to'grasp an ever
o
~
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escaping object byt expresses a union between the inexhaustible subject and

the inexhausuble object in a symbol which is by its very nature indefinite and

definite. at the same ume. It leaves the, potentialities of both sides of the

symbol-creating encounter open—and ‘in this sense it is indefinite—but it

¢xcludes ather symbols (and any arbitranness of symbolism) because of the

* unique character of the encounter.”’?” Finally, the anticommunicative pos-
sibilities of language are transcended, for the sy mbol “reaches the center of
the other one but not in tgrms of definitions .or circumscnptions of finite
objeets or finite subjcctmt} (for example, emotions), it reaches the center of
the other one by uniting the centers of the speaker and the listener in the
transcendent umity.”® When the ordinary language *of signs s transformed
into symbohc langhiage, language becomes a form of healing. It bccomcs the
medium for genuine dialogue.

Turning from the relation between language and man to the relation
between' language and culture, we find language viewed as the substfucture of
culture. First of all, the functions of culture are prefigured in the functions of
language. The three functions of language—denotation, expression, and com-
munica tien— ¢an be distinguished but not, separated, for all three are present
to some extent in all meaningful discourse. The denotative or cognitive
funcuon s *“ifs ability to g135p and communicate general meanings” and the
expressive or aesthetic function is “its ability to disclose and to communicate
personal states.”?® The basic unit of denotation is the concept, while the

#basic unit of expression is the image. The ‘communicative function of lan-

* guage is operative even when nonverbal forms are substitured for language.
Nonverbal forms serve a linguistic funcuon because “they "have meaning only
in reference to words, ta the spoken language.” ¥ Thcrc is no mcamng apart.
from language, and anything which conveys mpzhing—be it a protest march, 2
tree, a painting, or a mathematical formula—is dependent upon Ianguage.
Language is both a prerequisite of and, « constituent feature in all other forms
of communication. Communication, then, is the process by which signs and}
symbols, through their cogmuvc and expressive power, influence amtudcs
values, beliefs, and action. . i

Language is the basic cultural creation. In sharp contrast with philosophers
like Bergson and Whitchcad who view language as an: extension of the
tool+ makmg function of the mtclhgcncc which has developed according to the
prmcxplcs of evolutionary naturalism, Tillich sees even the use and production
of t9ols as dependent upon language. “Man produces tools as tools, and for

_ this the conception of universals is presupposed, iec., the power of language.
The power of tools 1s dependent on the power of language. Logos prcccdcs‘ P
everything. If man is called homo faber, he is implicitly ealled anthropos
logikos, 1., man whao is determined by the logos and who is able to use the
meaningful word.””*! On the other hand, he insists thatin actuality language

.
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a.nﬂ\tcchnolcgy must be viewed as the dt?io{ndation of culture. Language
and technology, providing the powers of apprehension and action, are the
foundation for the general duality in all cultural creativity: “Beings ‘receive ‘ :
cach other’ and, by doing so, change each other. They receive 2nd react. In
¢ realm of the organic, this is called stimulus and response; upder the

dimcnsion\mhwnémrit is called perception and reaction, under the
dimension of spirit, I suggest calling it theoria and praxis. The original Greek
forms of the words ‘theory’ and ‘practice’ are used because the modern fo 7
“have lost the meaning and power of the ancient words.”*? In its denotauve )
and expressive functions, language is the basic expression of theoria, The - g
communicative function of language together with the tool-making function

consutute the basic expression of praxis. Put i terms of a hypothetical
conversation with Kenneth Burke, Tillich might respond to Burke’s analysis

this way: “Language is not only, symbolic actior (praxis)—it is also symbolic ©o
reception (theoria). Mr. Burke, you have left out half of life!”

Theoria is “the act of looking at the encountered world in order to take

something of it into the centered self as 2 meéaningful, structured whole.”33

The aesthetic image and the cognitive concept are the #%0 modes by whiéh

w@ apprehend reality. They represent poles of a_cOntinuum, rather than

separate and distinct types. The terms <fimage” and “concept” are very )
broad- “image” as the essence of all aesthegi€ creations and the expressive ’
dimension of language, “concept” as the essence of all cognitive creations and - e
the denotative dimension of language. The inner aim (telos) of the cognitivc,/

act 1s “uruth,” the bridging of the gap chcg_p su?'}o& and object, driving
toward the concept which embraces all concepts.“While the aesthetic act
shares this end, its primary” aim is “beauty” (in the sense of t
good and the ‘beautiful, kalon kagathon), driving toward «fie {image
encompasses all images. The cognitve act aims toward unity with the aes- e,
““thetic act, Thus, the higﬁ:s\t form ofdiscg\ursc represents a unity of dialectical Pheg,.

validity and expressive adequacy. \

Praxis includes ““the whole of cultural acts of centered personalities who as
~members of social groups act upon each other and thcmsclvcs.:':"4 Comtpunica-v
‘tion, as the basic form of praxis, is agtion which in the interpersonal r&\alm is
aimed at the actualization of human potentialities, and whichin the communal
realm is aimed at “justice,” the social good. Personal growth dcmﬁ\nds
interpersonal encounter: “Man actualizes himself as a person in the encounter
with other persons within 2 community.”®® And such an encounter neces-
sitates two-way communication: “A person-to-person relationship 1s actué{
through _the word. One is related to a person in speaking to him, and oney
remains in relation to him only if he answers.”* Dialogue, then, is merely 3
another name for the moral act, for ““the moral imperative is the command to
become what one potentaally 15, a person within a community of persons.”*?

‘e
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While Tillich’s analysis of dialogue closely parallels that of Martin Buber in
many respects, there is one decisive distinction. Unlike Buber, Tillich views
community (Gemeinschaft) as necessarily implying an organizational and
power structure.’® Therefore, dialogue must also be viewed as the aim of
persuasion directed toward ¢he transformationyof the political structure.

In its cognitive and acesthetic, personal and communal forms, culture is the

structure for the dynamit actualization of reason. Ontological reason {logos,
Vernunft) is “‘the structure of the mind which enables the mind to grasp and
to transform reality.””* It is both subjective and objective, theoretical and
practical, cognitive and acsthetic, detached and passionate. Ontological reason’
is sharply distinguished from technical reason, the capacity for “‘reasoning,”
of what Anstotle meant by “deliberative reason.” Deliberative reason is
concerned only with the discovery of means for given ends. It can provide the
basis for nothing more than a rthetoric of expediency. “While reason in the
sense of Logos determines the ends and only in the second place the means,
reason 1n.the teghnical sense determines theZmeans while accepting the ends
from ‘somewhere else.’ " Ontological reason unites the polarities,of subjec-
uvity and objecuvity, of theory and practice, of image and concept, of
passion and detachment, of structure and depth. But as actualized under the
conditions of existence, the polarities become separated and thereby dis-
torted. Existentially distorted reason can only be fragmentarily transcended
through the apprehension of transcendtnt ‘meaning embodied in symbolic
forms. .
" The concept of transcendent meaning is the foundation for the theory of
symbolism. Three structural components are involved in every actualization
of meaning. subject matter or content, form, and substance or import.
“Substance or import 1s grasped by means of a form and given expression in a
Content. Content is accidental, substance essential, and form is the mcdiating'
clement.””*! The substance of meaping, cannot become real and effective
unless embodied 1n symbolic form. The function of symbolism is ‘‘the
ntuttion of the forms of meaning filled with a living import, not the intuition
of any sort of independent metaphysicgl essences.””” Form.and substance
cannot be separated without the distortion of both elements.

The apprehension of transccndcyzm_camng encompasses two clements: the
mtuitive or cxxstcnual'clcmcnt. and”the critical or ethical clement. The
intuttive element is experienced as the presence of unconditioned meaning
here and now, while the critical element appears as the judging and trans-
forming power of -unconditioned meaning.. In every actualization of tran-
scendent meaning both elements are present, both the experience of meaning
as being and as what ought®to be. For “what is and what ought to be are
united 1n the ground of all bcing."g When the intuitive clement alone is
operauve, there tesults “a world-defying, static mysticism, without cthical

o
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dynamics “and without 2 world-transforming will and power.”* When the
active element 1s operative in isolation, it results in “a world-controlling
technical activism, without a spiritual substance and a world-transcending will,
and power.”* The elements arc interdependent, and the absence of one:
implies the distortion of the other. ‘ ,
Corresponding to these two elementsin the expericnce of meaning are the
two basic forms Gf symbolic expression—myth and cult. Symbols do not
appear in isolation; a particular symbol is a part of a mythic or cultic nexus,
Jin_d_it_rmx_g_b;mndcrstqod in that context. The functions of .reason, which
scparate and become distorted under the conditions of existence, are frag-
mentarilyeunited in myth and cultic expression. “The union of the cognitive _
and aesthetic functions isl fully expressed in mythology, the womb out .of
which both of them were born and came to independence and to which they
tend to-réturn.”*® And likewise, the union of personal and “‘commuyjél
functions i fully éxpressed in the cult community which is the mother
both of th¢m and to which they try to return.”®? And finally,
of the intuitive and active clemeénts is overcome: “In the relation of
cult no sepyration is even imaginable. Cult includes the myth on the basis of
which it acts out the divine-human drama, and myth includes the cult of
which it‘ is {the imaginary expression. It is, therefore, understandable that
there is la .continyous struggle for the reunion, of theory and pracuce.”*® /
Myth and cult are the forms through which transcendent meaning is appre-.
hended, and ontological reason actualized in culture. Myth and cult are #
necessary forms of expression “because existence resists conceptualization.
Only the realm of essences admisp of stm}&&lysis.”” They are “forms
of the human consciousness which are always present. One can replace one
myth by another, but onc cannot remove the myth from man’s spiritual
life.”*® They may be couched in philosophic;l, sctentific, artistic, political,
economic, or cthical language, but they cannot be removed. Symbols, the
building blocks of myth and cult, should be approached from this perspec-
tive. ° .

[N
.

3
Tillich maintains that the concept of the symbol has been lost in twentieth-
century thought, and argues that the source of the problem is the disap-
pearance ‘of the distinction between sign and symbol, brought about with the
help of medieval nominalism and contemporary anaiytic philosophy. Using
the distinction of Martin Heidegger, his colleague at the University of Mar- _
burg, Tillich posits the distinction between sign and symbol: -f!.angul’agc
grasps the encountered reality in terms of ‘being athand™—in the literal sense

* of being as an object for ‘handling’ or managing in order to reach ends
. . A -

L

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Rhetoric and Communication

. . . <
.

Yo
'/ J ~ \.

(which may become means for other ends). This is what Heidegger has called
Zubandensein (being at disposal) in contrast to Vorbandensein (being ‘in
existence), the fxrst form dendtes a technical, the second a cognitive, relation-
. - ship to reality. S\ The language of sxgns is the language of the ordinary.
technical encounter with reality, which encompasses all empirical facts and
events and in which language @ used as an object for manipulating or
managing in order to reach desired ends. The symbolicmythological language
of spiritual eXperience uses the objects of ordinary expetience and their
lingwistic expressions, but it uses them as symbols, that is, transcending the
subject-abject cleavage, rather than as signs, bound to the subject-object
_ scheme. In prescientific modes of thought the sign-S};mbol confusion rests in
using sy mbolic-my thological language to refer to the phenomena of ordinarily
encountered reality. This | category of lmguxsuc misuse includes (1) sorcery,
where language is used as physxcal cause; (2) magic, where language is used
as a psychic cause, and (3) suggestion, where language is used as 21 emotional
cause. “These uses of the word are possible, but they eliminate the essence of
the word, its quality as the bearer of meaning.”*? On the other hand, the
sign symbol confusion in contemporary  thought ynore frequently rests in
interpreting symbolnc languagc as if it had the sume type of referent as the
language of opdinary ‘technical experience. In identifying reality with empiri-
cal reality, positivists have given the term “‘symbolic” a connotation of
non-real and have obscured the distinction bgtween sign and symbol. ’
. Tillich repeitedly emphasizes that when a person uses the phrase “only a
symbol,”” he has completely misunderstood the meaning of symbol, confusing
it with ‘51gn.53 Symbols and signs have only one feature in common: thgy
both “point beyond themselves to something efse.”™  Although signs a
symbols have this one point of identify they are substéhtively different. The ,
basis for the difference 1n the two concepts resides in their differing relationr
ships to that to which they point. Convention is the basis for the telationship
between signs and their referents. For that reason, “‘the sign can be changed
arbitrarily according to thc demands of cxpcdlcncy"ss Convention and

‘ expediency, as we shall see, are not part of the relationship of symbols with
. " that to which they point. . :

. .. It should be emphasized that symbolism is not bound to lafiguage, al-

. though language 1s both a prerequisite of and a constitdent featlite in all othcr

\ * media of symbolization. “Verbum 1s more than oratio. ... [It] can be.in’

everything 1n ‘which the spirit expresses 1tself, even in thc s:lcnt symbols of
art, even in the works of the community and law.”%® Anything within the
realm of human experience is a potential mcdxum for symbolization It
should be emphasized that] for Tilheh, the term symbol” is not an entitative
term. To raise, the question, “What sort of entity is a ‘symbol?” is to
misconstrue the problem. . .
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The first characteristic of the symbol decisively differentiates symbol from
sign- symbols participate jn the meaning and power of the reality to which
they point. ““The difference between symbol and sign is the participation in
the symbolized reality which characterizes the symbol, and the non-
participation in the ‘pointed-to’ reality which charactcrlzcs the sign."” The
letters of the alphabet do not partncnpatc in the sounds which we may utter
upon secing the leucrs—bcmg signs, the relationship is one of mere conven-

tion. On the other hand, a flag g participates in the meaning and power-of:the -

group it represents, thus, persons who acknowlcdgc it as a symbol view an
attack upon the flag as an attack upon the very meaning of the group.

The scgond feature of the symbolis that it opens up dimensions of reality
which are otherwise closed and which cannot be apprehended in any other
way. A painting, for example, mediates 3 meaning Avhich can be apprehended
only through the experience of that particular painting. When a word be-
comes a symbol, it functions in the same way, it acquires imagery associated
only with that particular word.

The third charactcrg; of the symbol, the counterpart of the second, is°
that it opens up “‘ditiglisions and elements of our soul [Geist] which”
correspond to the dimensions and elementg of fgality”® —dimensions within
us of which gve cannot becene aware except through symbols. Hence, every
symbol hasia two-sided or double-edged function—opening up “reality in-
déeper levels and the human soul in special levels.”’® Stated another way,
symbolic ldinguage has *‘an expressive power which points through the ordi-
nary cxprcsswc possibilitie§ of language 1o the_ unexpressible and its relation
to us.”%%* Apprehension of symbolic meaning i an act in which the whole

existence of the person is‘involved, including his'temporal, spatial, historical, .

psychological, socxologlcal and biological coﬁdmons

Corresponding to the second and third characteristics of the symbol is the
primary function of the symbol: the apprehension of transcendent meaning
through symbolic forms produces Existential knowledge, not knowledge in
the sénse of information, episteme, or scientia, but knowledge 1n the sense of
“wisdom,” “lnS|ght, sapientia, or gnosis. “lt1s the level of Being and truth as
such before they split into subject and object, and, therefore, 1t has the
character of a mystery.”®" Elsewhere, Tillich terms this dual function the
“perceptibility” of the symbol. “this implies that something which 1s intrin”
' sncally invisible, 1deal, or transcendent is made perccpnblc in the symbol and
is in this way’giyen objectivity."®? This doés not imply that the symbol
produces objective knowledge; for by definition, transcendence implies
knowledge of that which transcends the subject-object cleavage, and “a real
“symbol points to an object which can never become an object.””®® The
perceptible element of the symbol js the imagery it cvokcs from the roul
personality Through the expressive power of imagery, concepts bccomc m
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chrlcss forms. They become a unity of umvcrsahty
(ketefiess. ’I‘hr‘y bccome symbo